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Abstract
The English language proficiency and academic literacy needs of increasing num-
bers of incoming students from diverse language and educational backgrounds con-
stitute one of the major challenges faced by English Medium of Instruction (EMI)
universities, both in English speaking ‘inner circle’ countries (Kachru, 1985) and
elsewhere, as a consequence of the globalisation of higher education. Unprecedented
pressure on universities to address the manifold academic language needs of diverse
cohorts of students has resulted in a move to fashion academic English language de-
velopment mechanisms, known as English for academic purposes (EAP) programmes
in the UK. A growing body of research dedicated to academic English provision has
thus emerged. Despite the burgeoning interest in this area of enquiry, however,
research in the UK, unlike other native English-speaking contexts (e.g. Australia),
has primarily focused on pre-entry EAP programmes − referred to in this context
as pre-sessional courses − rather than post-entry EAP provision, normally referred
to as in-sessional courses. This study therefore examined the characteristics and
efficacy of current in-sessional programmes on offer across British universities and
the principles underlying the design and delivery of such programmes. It also eval-
uated the effectiveness of the provision and those factors determining its efficacy.
To this end, a mixed-method approach consisting of a large-scale online survey and
a series of follow-up interviews was employed, in which three primary stakeholder
groups participated: students, subject specialists and in-sessional staff. The find-
ings suggest that, despite some variation, the provision tends to constitute primarily
non-credit-bearing English for general academic purposes courses, predominantly
targeted at non-native speakers of English, and offered centrally via different units
across institutions. In terms of effectiveness, the results showed that the provision is
perceived as less effective in terms of adequacy, relevance, and needs analysis respec-
tively. In addition, new evaluation sub-criteria emerged, other than those reflected
in best practice principles literature on EAP, based on stakeholders’ perceptions of
the provision. These findings contribute to the existing literature on in-sessional
EAP provision by providing a more comprehensive understanding of what current
in-sessional provision across British universities looks like, and identifying those fac-
tors which determine its efficacy, based on both best practice principles in EAP and
stakeholders’ perceptions.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
1.1 Introduction
The milieu of higher education has experienced striking change in recent years in
the wake of accelerating globalization, interconnectedness and technological progress.
Over a decade ago, Knight (2004) claimed that ‘internationalization is changing the
world of higher education, and globalization is changing the world of internation-
alization’ (ibid, 2004: p.5). Although globalization and internationalization are
different, the two phenomena nevertheless share common ground. Knight (2004)
describes globalization as integral to the context in which the ‘international dimen-
sion of higher education is becoming more important and significantly changing’
(p.8).
The globalization of education has led to the rapid growth of English and non-
English-speaking students from diverse language backgrounds selecting English-
medium universities for their tertiary education. This, in turn, has generated a rising
demand for mechanisms designed to address the language needs of these students
(Read, 2008). The necessity of diagnosing and addressing these needs becomes even
more pressing when, as Murray (2014) has explained, students’ level of academic
literacy can be directly linked to the satisfaction levels of their higher-education
experiences and, further, the extent of their productivity, academic achievements,
as well as confidence in their ability to communicate effectively in professional en-
vironments. Addressing academic literacy needs, however, does not merely benefit
students; indeed, in the current globalised and commercialized education environ-
ment, where higher education institutions seek to attract greater numbers of inter-
national students, tackling these literacy needs brings mutual benefits to students
and universities alike. Conversely, failing to address them may disadvantage both
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stakeholders and education providers, often at great cost. In the case of the former,
it could result in poor academic and professional performance, thus engendering
concomitantly deleterious psychological and social effects (Feast, 2002). In terms
of the latter, it could impact detrimentally on the quality of courses, reducing staff
morale, and even compromise ethical practices, all of which might, in turn, tar-
nish the reputations of academic institutions and, ultimately, result in diminishing
numbers of prospective students.
Given that the English language proficiency and academic literacy needs of in-
creasing numbers of incoming students is one of the major challenges universities
face as a result of the globalisation of higher education, an emerging body of re-
search dedicated to EAP provision and its evaluation has materialised. Despite this
growing interest, UK studies have focused mainly on micro-level evaluation of indi-
vidual institutional practices, particularly in terms of pre-entry EAP programmes
such as pre-sessional and foundation programmes (e.g. Atherton, 2005; Ridley,
2006; Pilcher, 2006; Clifton, 2004; Martala, 2006; Storch and Tapper, 2009; McKee,
2014). While micro-level evaluation of EAP practices at institutional level, may
provide useful insights on improving a programme within a specific context, those
insights may not reflect reality more broadly.
In addition, apart from one study conducted by Cownie and Addison in 1992,
which yielded ‘factual information’ about in-sessional provision, as well as the expe-
riences of the providers of such provision at British universities, no other research
has hitherto investigated the characteristics of this provision at a macro level, and
there is scant reference to in-sessional programmes in the UK in the existing liter-
ature on EAP (e.g. Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001; Jordan, 2000). Considering the
increasing diversity of student cohorts over the past two decades, it is, therefore,
important to discern whether the provision has adapted accordingly, in order to
effectively meet the diverse academic language needs of university students.
One important aspect of addressing the EAP needs of incoming students concerns
diagnosing their specific English-language needs. Since pre-entry English-language
proficiency tests have been reported as inadequate, in some respects, in terms of their
diagnostic function and their failure to adequately reflect students’ future academic
language needs (e.g. Fox, 2005; Murray, 2010), in recent years, some universities
have begun to introduce other means of assessing students’ specific requirements.
One approach that is being implemented in some institutions is a post-enrolment
screening and/or diagnostic test or other assessment mechanism for the purpose
of identifying those newly-enrolled students whose future academic performance is
likely to be at risk owing to their academic language needs. Students identified
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as being at risk via such mechanisms are directed to appropriate language develop-
ment programmes (Read, 2008). As Harrington and Roche (2014) note, a number of
universities in Australia and New Zealand are among those pioneering institutions
addressing specific academic needs by using one particular assessment mechanism,
namely Post-Enrolment Language Assessment (PELA). PELA is designed to iden-
tify linguistically at-risk students for whom language development programmes are
then designed and delivered (Dunworth, 2009; Murray, 2010; Read, 2008). A num-
ber of reports assessing the efficacy of these tools in addressing academic language
needs have been published. In the case of Diagnostic English Language Assessment
(DELA), Ransom (2009) has indicated a number of positive impacts. Using these
tests has therefore occasioned a more nuanced appreciation of the language needs
of those students considered linguistically ‘at risk’. Such ‘consciousness-raising’ has
resulted in different academic departments developing and implementing language
support programmes; in some instances, it has even led to the conception of ‘subject-
based adjunct tutorial programs’ (ibid: p.20).
Despite the practice, in some institutions, of using PELA and drawing on the
associated body of research, British universities still widely utilize pre-entry English
language test results as the predominant means of deciding which students should
undertake EAP in-sessional programmes. The use of such tests to place students into
academic language development programmes has put universities at risk of failing
to properly address specific academic needs (McDowell & Merrylees, 1998; Coley,
1999; Jamieson, Jones, Kirsch, Mosenthal & Taylor, 2000). First, English language
proficiency tests, such as IELTS and TOEFL, only assess generic academic English,
and provide little, or no, information regarding specific academic language abilities.
In fact, in addition to their inherent shortcomings, as Murray (2014) has stated,
most of these tests are used, and in some cases abused, as gatekeeping mechanisms.
One way in which receiving institutions abuse such tests is by placing the IELTS
bar too low (Murray, 2010) or set IELTS entry requirements without understanding
what they ‘actually represent in real performance terms’ and solely based on the
practices of competitor institutions (ibid; p. 347).
These practices can result in universities enrolling students onto English language
programmes that do not serve their immediate needs, while also depriving others
who may be in greater need of such programmes. Moreover, by exclusively employing
pre-enrolment proficiency language tests, universities are, in essence, discounting the
needs of those students who successfully met the pre-entry language requirements
but may also benefit from further language development opportunities. In addition,
the academic English needs of other students who are not required to provide any
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evidence of language qualifications (native speakers of English), but who may, as
Murray suggests, ‘nonetheless, also be struggling to meet the language demands of
their studies’ can also be overlooked (2016; p. 437). As such, diverse educational
backgrounds and the exposure students have had to English before entering tertiary
education will, as Elder et al. have argued, present ‘special linguistic and cultural
challenges to their receiving institutions’ (p. 2). When universities do not fully
address the academic English needs of all students, this may place universities at risk
of failing to comply with higher education’s Learning for All student agenda. These
shortcomings suggest a need to evaluate those other mechanisms British universities
employ to diagnose the specific needs of different constituencies of incoming students
(i.e. NNSs with lower proficiency, highly proficient NNSs and NSs), and to determine
whether these mechanisms are perceived as effective by the stakeholders.
A review of the literature carried out for the purposes of the present study, indi-
cates that little research has hitherto investigated post-entry (i.e. in-sessional) EAP
provision in the UK beyond that offered by particular institutions. This research
sought, therefore, to undertake a scoping exercise and investigate the characteristics
and effectiveness of in-sessional EAP provision currently offered by British univer-
sities to address the academic English needs of students. To this end, the following
research questions were formulated:
Primary research question
What are the approaches, and their underlying principles, governing the ways in-
sessional provision offered at UK universities seeks to meet students’ English lan-
guage needs, and what are students’ and teachers’ perceptions of their efficacy?
Secondary research questions
1. What are the characteristics of in-sessional academic English language provision
available to students at UK universities?
2. What guiding principles inform the design and delivery of in-sessional provision?
3. What are the perceptions of the stakeholders (i.e. students, English-language
teaching staff and subject specialists) regarding the effectiveness of the available
provision?
4. What criteria do the participants (students, English-language teaching staff and
subject specialists) invoke in their evaluation of in-sessional provision?
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1.2 Research Context of the Study
This study investigates the characteristics and effectiveness of the in-sessional
EAP provision offered by higher education institutions in the UK.
For the purposes of this research, both the characteristics and evaluation of such
provision were investigated by surveying three groups of stakeholders in the higher
education context, namely students, university non-EAP subject specialists (hence-
forth referred to as subject specialists), and in-sessional EAP staff (including in-
sessional tutors and in-sessional course managers/coordinators). The data from
research questions 1-3 have been collected through one section of the online sur-
vey only accessible to in-sessional managers and coordinators participating in the
study. As with the evaluation of this provision, the perceptions of all three partici-
pant groups were elicited through another section of the online survey, and further
analysed through follow-up, semi-structured interviews. It is important to note that
this study is primarily looking at top down in-sessional EAP provision and does not,
therefore, consider any other types of post entry EAP provision (e.g. peer mentor
support schemes).
1.3 Data Collection Procedure and Analysis
This research was conducted in two major phases. In Phase One, the character-
istics and effectiveness of current EAP in-sessional provision offered by universities
across the UK were investigated. This included collecting data on the different
features of provision. In addition, stakeholders’ perceptions of the effectiveness of
the in-sessional provision available were surveyed. Both data sets were collected us-
ing an online survey consisting of Likert scale items, multiple-choice and short-text
response items. In order to elicit more detailed insights into the factors determin-
ing the evaluation of the effectiveness in Phase One, further data was collected via
follow-up, semi-structured interviews with a number of participants from the three
participant groups.
As with Phase One, a pilot study was first conducted on a reduced scale with a
small group of participants who were representative of those recruited subsequently
for the main study. Survey Gizmo software was purchased and used to design the
first draft of the online survey. Following the completion of the online survey and the
analysis of the responses, semi-structured interviews were conducted with volunteer
participants. This was undertaken to obtain further information about participants’
responses to the survey, particularly regarding the criteria they used to evaluate the
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in-sessional provision offered at their institutions. As with the interviews, the ques-
tions were drafted before data collection for Phase Two began. Both the formation
of interview questions and the sampling were informed by the data collected in Phase
One. Using participants’ responses and feedback received during the pilot stage, the
instruments were evaluated and revised for the main study. In light of the findings
from both Phase One and Phase Two, recommendations will be made for further
developments in in-sessional EAP provision (see Conclusion).
1.4 Outline of the Thesis
Following the introduction, Chapter 2 will present a review of the literature on
English for academic purposes, both to set the context for the study as well as to
identify existing gaps. Chapter 3 will then provide a detailed description of the
research methodology, including data collection procedures, data analysis and data
interpretation. The chapter will begin by describing how the merits of both quanti-
tative and qualitative approaches were brought to bear in a mixed-method approach
designed to provide a comprehensive picture of the characteristics and effectiveness
of current in-sessional EAP programmes at British universities. Chapter 4 will en-
tail detailed analysis of the data collected in Phases One and Two of the study.
Chapter 4 then opens up with a review of the demographic information for all three
groups of participants surveyed in Phase One of this study, as well as information
regarding those features characterising current in-sessional programmes at British
universities. This will then be followed by a detailed analysis of participants’ re-
sponses to Likert-scale questions regarding the effectiveness of in-sessionals. This
part will then conclude with an analysis of short-text responses to open-ended items
regarding participants’ overall impressions of the existing in-sessional EAP provi-
sion in the UK, and mechanisms used to determine access to, and students’ needs in
relation to such provision. The second part of the results chapter is dedicated to the
analysis of the data collected in Phase Two of the study, via semi-structured inter-
views. This chapter will close with a summary of the results by combining data from
Phases One and Two. The results from the two phases will then be discussed in the
following chapter. Two main arguments, namely the nature of current in-sessional
provision and their underlying principles as well as the evaluation of the provision
are presented in the discussion chapter by mixing the data from the online survey
and the follow-up interviews. These include creating a picture of what is currently
being offered as EAP in-sessional provision across universities in the UK, as well
as perceptions of its effectiveness held by the three groups of primary stakeholders.
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Lastly, the conclusion will highlight the contributions of the findings of this research
study to the field of English for academic purposes and proffer suggestions on how
such findings can guide EAP providers, particularly those in charge of in-sessional
programmes, with a view to improving the quality of their provision.
By using both pre-determined evaluation criteria and investigating the evaluation
criteria that the in-sessional stakeholders used in their evaluation of this provision,
this study provides both objective and subjective insights into the effectiveness of
in-sessional EAP provision offered by British universities. Its findings will ultimately
contribute to the growing interest in research on EAP programmes, especially those
offered post-entry and alongside degree programmes, in the light of the globalization
of education and the growth of English as a medium of instruction (EMI).
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
Recent decades have witnessed significant changes in higher education as the world
has become increasingly globalized and interconnected. Knight (2004) cites interna-
tionalization as intrinsic to the adjustments that have taken place within the higher
education sector, highlighting the widespread and consequential effects of globaliza-
tion. She further asserts that ‘internationalization is changing the world of higher
education, and globalization is changing the world of internationalization’ (ibid,
2004: p.5), and regards the two phenomena as intimately connected, perceiving
globalization as part of the context in which the ‘international dimension of higher
education is becoming more important and significantly changing’ (p.8).
In what follows, a summary of proposed definitions of internationalization that
appear in the literature will first be presented, as well as their common features and
a consideration of some of the challenges that internationalization generates. The
second section will examine English for Academic Purposes (EAP), which, as the
dominant language of global academia, plays an important role in the transfer of
knowledge globally. In order to define EAP for the purposes of this study, the origins
of this concept will first be reviewed through a brief history of EAP development,
but which will largely address the UK context, since this context represents the
primary focus of the present research project. Offering a summary of the evolution
of EAP in the UK, this section will end with information on recent developments
in EAP provision at British universities, as well as a summary of research on the
current forms it takes and the ways in which it is structured. The remainder of this
section will review the literature pertaining to four aspects of EAP that are cen-
tral to the proposed research: the characteristics and evaluation of EAP provision,
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EAP programme access and needs analysis mechanisms, and best practice in EAP
provision. This section will conclude with the identification of gaps evident in the
existing literature and a statement of how the present research study will help to
address these gaps and, in so doing, advance the current body of knowledge in the
field, with implications, ultimately for EAP practice.
2.2 Internationalization in higher education
Internationalization in higher education is a multifaceted concept which has been
defined in a variety of ways in various contexts. It is certainly, though, related
to globalization, considering its associated marketization discourse. As the world
becomes more globalized, the international dimension of higher education is also
becoming more salient, complex and even confusing (Knight, 2004). Internation-
alization is a commonly used term to refer to the international aspect of higher
education. This term, however, can carry different meanings in different contexts,
and is therefore used in various ways. Knight (2004), for example, discerns di-
verse meanings for internationalization as used in the literature. The first use of
this term is to refer to ‘a series of international activities, such as academic mobil-
ity for students and teachers; international linkages, partnerships, and projects; and
new, international academic programmes and research initiatives’ (such as Erasmus)
(ibid, p.6). The second, however, refers to exporting education to other countries
through different arrangements, such as ‘branch campuses or franchises’ and us-
ing face-to-face or distance modes of delivery (ibid, p.6). The third meaning of
internationalization which is used widely in the literature entails the inclusion of
international and intercultural aspects of the curriculum and of teaching and learn-
ing activities. Finally, internationalization can refer to ‘the increasing emphasis on
trade in higher education’ (ibid, p.6).
In another paper, Altbach and Knight (2007) emphasize the differences between
globalization and internationalization, arguing that the two terms often become con-
fused. They define globalization as ‘the economic, political, and societal forces push-
ing 21st-century higher education toward greater international involvement’ (ibid,
p.290). According to this definition, internationalization is considered an element
of globalization. They go on to propose a list of international activities resulting
from globalization in higher education, including research integration, the use of
English as a lingua franca for communication in academic contexts, the increasing
international labour market for scholars as well as communications firms, and the
use of information technology.
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In revisiting the internalization agenda of higher education, De Vita and Case
(2003) address international marketization in the higher education sector, partic-
ularly in the UK. They argue that ‘in the higher education sector it has come
to dominate recruitment as financially hard-pressed institutions seek to attract in-
creasing numbers of overseas students to shore up holes left by reduced Government
funding (in real terms) in recent decades’ (ibid, p.383). This has led to an increasing
number of students from diverse backgrounds bringing with them new challenges,
which current educational models may not have encountered in the past. One of
these challenges highlighted by many researchers (e.g. Fox, 2005, Read, 2008; Dun-
worth, 2009; Murray, 2010, 2014) is the English language proficiency needs of a
significant number of these students. Elder et al., for example, assert that diverse
educational backgrounds and the disparate levels of exposure students have had to
English have created ‘special linguistic and cultural challenges for their receiving
institutions’ (2008, p.2).
As mentioned in the previous section, addressing these needs becomes even more
urgent given that students’ academic literacy can be directly related to the quality
of their university experience, their productivity levels, their academic achievement,
and their confidence levels in professional communication. In fact, when considering
the globalization and commercialization of the higher education sector, addressing
students’ academic literacy needs is likely to afford benefits to both students and
education providers. Similarly, failing to address these needs effectively can disad-
vantage both groups. Regarding the students, it can lead to poor academic and
professional performance, as well as the associated negative social and psychological
impacts (Feast, 2002). In terms of the education providers, it can lead to a reduc-
tion in the quality of course content, lower staff morale, and even compromises in
ethical practices, all of which are likely, in turn, to damage the reputations of aca-
demic institutions and, eventually, result a fall in the number of potential student
applications.
In the light of these challenges, there is a need to investigate the mechanisms
universities offering degree courses in English employ to meet the English language
needs of incoming students. The following section first provides an overview of
academic English provision in different educational contexts and then presents a
review of the literature on EAP provision in the UK, with a particular focus on the
characteristics of provision, mechanisms for accessing it, stakeholders’ perceptions
of its quality, and the nature of best practice.
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2.3 English for Academic Purposes contexts
There currently exists a proliferation of terms for teaching content courses in
English as a result of different interpretations of the use of English and the con-
text in which it is used (Airey, 2016); for example, English for academic purposes
(EAP), English-medium instruction (EMI), content and language integrated learn-
ing (CLIL), teaching in English (TIE), English-medium education in multilingual
university settings (EMEMUS), integrating content, and language in higher educa-
tion (ICLHE). Such a myriad of definitions shows the range of pedagogical activities
developed to address the global status of English as a lingua franca, particularly in
the higher education sector. One significant factor in determining these particular
instances of academic English practices is the extent to which language and content
determine the outcome of an academic English programme. To promote an un-
derstanding of the various approaches to academic English practices, Airey (2016)
suggests the language/content continuum. At one end of this continuum are those
courses whose outcomes only relate to language learning, while at the other end are
those with content learning outcomes. Airey (2016) places EAP at the language
learning outcome end of the continuum and EMI at the content learning outcome
end, while placing CLIL in the middle. According to this continuum, then, EAP
courses in their most generic form solely offer English language related input de-
contextualized from its disciplinary use, with academic reading and writing skills as
central components of the syllabus. On the other hand, EMI courses do not consider
language as a problem to be addressed, and therefore do not include any English
language related outcomes. Such courses view language simply as a tool, which,
depending on the demands of the content, may be substituted by another tool (here
another language). In such an approach, English is only used as the medium of
instruction, as the name suggests, and is not a central component of the syllabus.
CLIL, however, proposes an approach to academic English in which both language
learning and content learning outcomes are central to a course. Assuming such a
division between language and content, however, is a fallacy. As Airey asserts, ‘con-
tent and language are inextricably entwined’ (2016; p.73). As this thesis focuses
on academic English provision in a UK context, the remainder of this chapter will
provide a detailed review of this approach to academic English pedagogy, and how
language and content are addressed in EAP programmes.
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2.4 EAP background, definitions and characteristics
English for academic purposes is a term that has existed since the mid-1970s.
Coined in 1974 by Tim Johns, it was used to refer to an advice service for a small
group of international students (Jordan, 2002). The use of this term, however, has
been expanded since then to refer to today’s global EAP industry, including millions
of students’ worldwide learning English for use in higher education. Some scholars
(e.g. Gillet and Wray, 2006; Hyland and Hamp-Lyons, 2002) consider EAP as a
branch of ESP, or ESP as a parent to EAP, and therefore define EAP as instruction
in which ‘content is explicitly matched to the language and study needs of the
learners’ (Gillet et al., 2006, p.1). As well as changes in the meaning of EAP and
what it entails, the term itself has also invited criticism, with Pennycook (1997)
impugning the use of ‘for’, arguing that it suggests English is a neutral language.
This may encourage a change of terms from ‘for’ to ‘with’ academic purposes.
As the usage and meaning of EAP has expanded over time, different characteristics
have been highlighted in definitions of it. Alexander et al. (2008, p.2-4), for example,
describe it in the following terms:
• It is goal-driven, time-bound, and concerned with the academic community.
• Its teachers are often graduates in specific evidence-based disciplines (e.g. sci-
ence, social sciences, and business studies).
• Teachers and students are generally perceived to be relatively equal.
• Grammar and vocabulary are restricted to academic discourse.
• The main focus is on reading and writing.
• Materials are often taken from degree courses, meaning that they are often
long and lexically dense (Hyland, 2006) and that clarity and objectivity are
valued.
• Texts are usually from academic genres, linked by a theme, and are fully
exploited by teachers.
• Study skills, learner-independence and critical-thinking are stressed.
Hyland and Hamp-Lyons (2002) add that:
• Most EAP tutors are non-native users of English.
Others (e.g. Gillet and Wary, 2006, p.3-7) propose other features such as:
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• Cultural awareness and knowledge of the target culture are imparted.
• EAP courses are increasingly embedded within degree courses.
• The majority of EAP teaching is task-based.
Hyland (2006), meanwhile, adds three further characteristics as follows:
• The language education provided is research-based.
• The language is more discipline-specific.
• More importance will be given to EAP at the pre-tertiary level.
And finally, the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (2007) benchmark-
ing statement states that:
• Explicit knowledge of language is a distinctive need in EAP.
There is little doubt that this list of features is not comprehensive, and as EAP
contexts expand, so do its features. Goh (1998), for instance, described three con-
texts of EAP, including ‘Classic EAP’, where non-Anglophone students go to An-
glophone countries for higher education; ‘Domestic EAP’, where some courses in
non-Anglophone countries (e.g. Germany) are conducted in English; and ‘New
EAP’, where non-Anglophone students go to non-Anglophone countries (e.g. Hong
Kong, Malaysia) where the medium of instruction is English.
Considering such varieties of EAP and its multi-faceted nature, it is difficult to
create a comprehensive definition of it. It can nevertheless be argued that, despite
its diverse contexts of use, learners’ specific needs have always been a distinctive
feature of EAP.
2.4.1 Specificity and EAP
What differentiates EAP from general English language is the focus on the use
of English for specific purposes. According to Cummins (1982), texts for specific
purposes use ‘context-reduced’ language, whose coherence is less dependent on the
immediate context in comparison to general English. The specificity of EAP has
resulted in the development of some key concepts attributed to this area of English
education, including genre and discourse analysis, communicative message, authen-
ticity and discourse community. While the specificity is a fundamental aspect of any
definition proposed for EAP, controversy remains over how specific EAP should be.
Hyland (2016) proposes that the degree of specificity can be seen as two positions
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at the end of a continuum. At one end of this continuum is the ‘common-core’
approach to EAP (Bloor and Bloor, 1986), one which includes teaching language
forms and study skills common to all disciplines (English for General Academic
Purposes (EGAP)), while at the other is a more tailored instruction based on spe-
cific discipline needs (English for Specific Academic Purposes (ESAP)). The EGAP
approach claims that, after learning the generic features of academic English, stu-
dents are then able to apply this knowledge independently to their discipline-specific
needs. This generic academic approach has informed many EAP programmes, no-
tably those preparatory courses (e.g. pre-sessional) offered prior to degree courses,
which prepare students for a degree programme. While many EAP practitioners
propose that an EAP course tailored to the specific needs of a subject or discipline
is the most successful of this type (e.g. Hyland, 2002; Sloan & Porter, 2010), ar-
guments that advocate employing a generic approach also exist. Hyland (2002), for
instance, suggests four reasons why EGAP is preferable.
Firstly, some advocate that EAP tutors cannot effectively identify and teach
discipline-specific material, and should therefore mainly provide generic input. Sec-
ondly, it is believed that discipline-specific English is difficult for those non-native
speakers of English who are at lower proficiency levels, and thus, there is a need
for a more general academic English suitable for all disciplines to be assimilated
before exposing students to more sophisticated and esoteric discourse. Thirdly, a
discipline-specific approach to EAP can potentially de-professionalize EAP tutors
and lower the status of EAP provision, for such programmes may solely be con-
sidered as a support service to other departments; or, as Raimes (1991) suggests,
‘the butler’s stance’. Finally, as mentioned earlier, an EGAP approach claims that
there are generic academic English skills that are transferable across all disciplines.
Such common-core knowledge includes listening to lectures and note-taking, writing
essays, participating in tutorials, reading textbooks and articles, and examination
practice (Dudley-Evans and St John 1998: 41). Such variation, however, does not
seem to exist in language forms, functions and the discourse of specific disciplines,
thus reducing the need for an ESAP approach (Hutchison and Waters 1987: 165).
As mentioned earlier, while acknowledging the benefits of EGAP, many EAP prac-
titioners indicate that EAP provision is mostly effective when tailored to meet spe-
cific needs in different disciplines. Hyland (2013), for example, argues that subject
specialists are neither familiar with literacy skills nor willing to take responsibil-
ity for students’ literacy. In addition, students do not necessarily learn a second
language in a step-by-step fashion; rather, they tend to learn those properties of
language for which they have an immediate need (Ellis, 1999). In fact, given the
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extensive research on discourse and genre analysis, it seems unreasonable to deprive
EAP content of disciplinary features.
As for the common-core hypothesis, it is a simplistic approach to define a finite
list of common language functions and generalize that across all disciplines, since
many functions are heavily dependent on their contexts of use. By incorporating
‘meaning into the common core, however, we are led to the notion of specific vari-
eties of academic discourse, and to the consequence that learning should take place
within these varieties’ (Hyland et al., 2016; p.20). Indeed, it is not even clear what
comprises such common-core knowledge. In a study conducted by Krause (2014),
50 academics were interviewed regarding their views on generic skills; the findings
showed many discrepancies between disciplines. Moreover, narrowing the focus on
EAP course content to students’ disciplinary needs motivates students, as it enables
them to see the immediate relevance to their course content. Equally, treating cer-
tain items (e.g. academic word lists) universally, while they have different meanings
and uses in different disciplinary contexts, can mislead students to a great extent
(Hyland & Tse, 2007). The so-called ‘wide-angle’ view of EAP, therefore, follows
a deficit model, in which EAP programmes constitute remedial services, providing
support to those students who struggle ‘with the conventions of their disciplines
because of their imperfect acquisition of English at school or because they are using
these conventions in a second language’ (Hyland, 2016; p.20). An ESAP context,
where teachers are required to develop understanding of a specific discipline, en-
ables the growth of literacy specialists, whose time and effort in understanding and
researching the conventions of the discipline will ultimately be acknowledged by
the corresponding departments. This will inevitably add to the credibility of EAP
providers within HE institutions.
2.4.2 EAP methodologies
The methodologies and materials used in EAP classes should be heavily influenced
by the specialised disciplinary knowledge students bring to their lessons (Hyland,
2006). According to such a view of EAP methodologies and materials, understand-
ing of the disciplinary discourses and genres becomes a central component of any
learning outcome in EAP classes, one which, according to Hyland, can be nurtured
in various ways, namely, ‘consciousness raising’, ‘socioliteracy’ ‘scaffolding’, ‘collab-
oration’ and ‘concordancing’ (2006; p.89).
As discipline genres play a central role in EAP pedagogy, raising students’ aware-
ness of their disciplinary genres, and fostering an understanding of such a ‘disci-
plinary valued genre’, can help students in creating meaning which is negotiable
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within their discipline context. One example of such consciousness-raising activi-
ties is ‘rhetorical consciousness raising’, where students ‘compare and manipulate
representative samples of the target discourse’ (ibid; p.90). In such a top-down ap-
proach to the understanding of language, language is not an ultimate learning goal;
instead, it is used as a tool to teach students how to exploit language in order to
communicate their intended meaning effectively; in other words, how their choice of
grammatical structures can help them to understand the goal of a particular text, or
effectively communicate their intended meaning when engaging in their disciplines.
A ‘Socioliterate approach’ represents another way of raising consciousness, in which
students are exposed to genre from various ‘social contexts’; accordingly, students
can observe the interaction between features of register and ‘social purposes and
cultural forces’ (ibid; p.90) before being exposed to academic genres (Johns, 1997,
as cited in Hyland, 2006). Hyland refers to collaboration and scaffolding as two
other complementary methodologies in EAP which can be used to increase students’
awareness of their discipline genre. Based on two notions of learning, the former
includes ‘shared consciousness’ − collaborative learning is more effective than indi-
vidual learning − while the latter includes ‘borrowed consciousness’; working with
a knowledgeable other improves students’ learning (2016). The last method that
Hyland (2016) believes can help to familiarise students with the genres of academic
disciplines is the use of corpora and computer-mediated learning. He recommends
that data-driven learning can encourage and help students to understand a ‘target
text’. He adds that by noticing the ‘recurring patterns in corpora’, as well as using
‘computer networks’, students can also develop an understanding of their meanings
and uses.
2.4.3 EAP methodologies and academic literacies models
While Hyland (2006) addressed EAP methodologies from a broader perspective,
including, and in relation to, general English learning and pedagogy theories, Lee
and Street (2006) argue that students’ academic writing and literacy have been
conceptualized based on three models, namely ‘a study skills, an academic social-
ization model and an academic literacies model’ (p 227). The study skills model,
they suggest, merely focuses on ‘language form’; and once students understand and
learn such a form, the idea is that they can then transfer this knowledge into dif-
ferent disciplines independently. The academic socialization model, on the other
hand, is not limited to language structure, and concerns students’ accommodation
to the discipline-specific genre and communities. According to this model, students
develop spoken and written communication skills and literacies which are pertinent
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to a specific discipline or subject area. This model considers discipline discourse as
a stable entity, one which students can acquire and reproduce independently. Fi-
nally, the academic literacies model concerns ‘meaning making, identity, power and
authority and foregrounds the institutional nature of what “counts” as knowledge
in any particular academic context’ (ibid, 228). While similar, in many respects,
to the academic socialization model, this model views the acquisition of academic
literacy as more complex phenomenon, which involves ‘both epistemological issues
and social processes including power relations among people and institutions, and
social identities’ (ibid, 228). Lea and Street posit that the study skills model and
the academic socialization model are the two dominant models determining syllabus
design and pedagogy practices both at pre-tertiary and tertiary levels (2006).
Different studies have been conducted to explore the use of these three models
in EAP programmes. The significant increase in the population of students from
diverse educational backgrounds seeking higher education studies at British univer-
sities in recent years has resulted in many universities employing different strategies
to ensure the progression of each cohort of students. A common approach, partic-
ularly taken by post-1992 universities with a larger proportion of non-traditional
students (Paczuska, 2002; Thomas, 2002), to providing extra-curricular learning
support to students has been the ‘study skills’ approach (Gamache, 2002; Haggis
& Pouget, 2002). Bennett et al. (2000) refer to this approach as ‘bolt-on’, since
learning support in this case is not provided as an embedded or ‘built in’ component
of the main degree courses. The study skills approach is based on the ‘deficit model’
of providing support to students at risk, helping them to improve certain skills,
including essay writing, note taking and presentation skills (Wingate, 2007, p.457).
Wingate argues that the ‘bolt-on’ approach has ‘severe limitations’, for it separates
study skills from the process and content of learning (ibid). Such generic courses,
then, are considered by students as irrelevant to their subject, and are consequently
poorly attended (Drummond et al., 1998; Durkin & Main, 2002). Even when well-
attended, as Durkin & Main (2002) suggest, it is predominantly the high-achievers
who attend rather than those who most require assistance. The separation between
study skills and main degree course content can also suggest that ‘there is a dif-
ference between studying successfully and learning, and that, if certain techniques
are acquired, students can study successfully without deep engagement with the
subject’, fostering a ‘surface approach to learning’ (Wingate, 2007, p.459).
As mentioned earlier, the study skills approach to academic writing and literacy
mainly entails teaching forms of language, including sentence structure, grammar
and punctuation. This type of approach to the teaching of EAP pays scant attention
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to the context in which such forms will be used (i.e. discipline specific genre) and
advocates ‘autonomous and additive theories of learning’, as suggested in learning
theories such as behaviourism (Lea and Street, 2006, p.228). While the study skills
model is mainly used in the higher education literature to refer to support provision,
offered as ‘remedial writing workshops or courses [. . . ] to students of all disciplines,
typically in Learning Support or Study Skills units’ (Wingate and Tribble, 2012;
p.481), similar support programmes intended for non-native speakers of English,
often via English language centres (ibid), are known as English for general academic
purposes (EGAP).
Being associated with constructivism, sociolinguistics and discourse and genre
analysis, the academic socialization model, on the other hand, contextualises aca-
demic writing and literacies within discipline genres and discourse. The academic
socialization model ‘recognizes that subject areas and disciplines use different genres
and discourses to construct knowledge in particular ways’ (Berkenkotter & Huckin,
1995). The concept of socialization includes acculturation into the discipline dis-
course. According to this model, ‘not only do students need to familiarise themselves
with the type of English commonly found within their discipline, but they must also
become accustomed to an entirely new culture with all its accompanying expecta-
tions’ (Starfield, 2001). Based on this approach to academic writing and literacy,
‘even basic skills like reading and writing are in essence ‘contextualized’ social prac-
tices’ (Russell et al., 2009, p.399).
Finally, the academic literacies model, while overlapping in many respects with
the academic socialization model, puts an emphasis on certain concepts ingrained
in literacy practices in disciplinary communities: concepts such as meaning making,
power relationships and identity (Lea and Street, 2006). This approach to writing
and academic literacies is based on social and critical linguistics (Candlin & Hyland,
1999; Fairclough, 1992), as well as views on sociocultural theories (Bloome et al.,
2005) that promote a theory of learning in which concepts such as power, identity
and agency, in relation to language, play central roles (ibid).
Lea and Street propose that ‘rather than focusing on student deficits, an approach
using the academic literacies model foregrounds the variety and specificity of insti-
tutional practices, and students’ struggles to make sense of these’ (ibid; p.235). Re-
porting on a project in which the academic literacies model was used to determine
curricular design and pedagogical practices in two academic English programmes,
the authors suggest that an explicit understanding of concepts such as ‘the range of
genres, modes, shifts, transformations, representations, meaning making processes,
and identities, involved in academic learning within and across academic contexts’
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developed by tutors and students in a collaborative manner, ‘provide greater op-
portunities for teaching and learning as well as for examining how such literacy
practices are related to epistemological issues’ (ibid; p.235).
While the academic literacies model, influential in the UK, mainly focuses on ‘non-
traditional’ students (Wingate and Tribble, 2012), English for Specific Academic
Purposes (ESAP/ or genre EAP), which is also based on genre analysis research,
principally focuses on non-native speakers of English. Wingate and Tribble (2012)
highlight fundamental challenges with both of these approaches to academic writing.
First, they argue that both approaches consider academic writing as ‘purely a lin-
guistic matter that can be fixed outside the discipline’, neglecting to address ‘how
knowledge in the discipline is presented, debated and constructed’ (ibid; p.481).
Second, they argue that the academic reading and writing demands required for a
specific discipline are difficult for both native and non-native speakers of English.
Therefore, an academic writing provision ‘reserved for non-native speakers of En-
glish, or as a remedy for students who are at risk of failing, is outdated for today’s
student generation’ (ibid). They continue to argue that these EAP and academic
literacy approaches to academic writing share many common principles, which if
identified and understood, can enable universities to develop mainstream writing
support programmes suitable for both home students, from any background, and
overseas students alike.
2.4.4 EAP materials and delivery
Materials are defined as ‘anything that can help facilitate the learning of lan-
guage. . . ’ (Hyland, 2006; p.94). According to this definition, anything from paper-
based to computer-mediated materials can be used as EAP materials. Hyland di-
vides EAP materials into three groups: ‘models’, ‘references’ and ‘stimulus’. As
models, materials help to raise students’ awareness of features of a text by pro-
viding representative samples. Such materials, therefore, are required to be both
relevant and authentic. While model materials are used to provide a model as well as
for scaffolding, reference materials are used to provide knowledge and mainly used
by students when they undertake self-study. Finally, stimulus materials ‘provide
content schemata and a reason to communicate, stimulating creativity, planning,
and engagement with others’ (ibid; p.96). Such materials aim to encourage stu-
dents to use language by stimulating their ideas through making connections with
students’ target language use (e.g. a lecture recording, or a simulated main course
assignment task).
In addition to the function of materials, the question of whether EAP materials
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are presented in the form of a global course book or in-house materials has developed
a chain of debates among EAP theorists and practitioners. On the one hand, global
textbooks are considered as the most convenient source of materials, since ‘they
help to achieve consistency, cohesion and progress, and . . . assist teachers to prepare
and learners to revise’ (ibid; p.96); on the other hand, however, these materials
are considered as reductionistic, superficial and unable to address the diverse needs
of students, particularly in an EAP context. Given how context-dependent EAP
materials are, EAP tutors are mostly required to develop in-house materials which
are relevant, at the right difficulty level, rhetorically appropriate, presentable and
in line with other requirements of the course and students’ profiles. While designing
in-house materials based on authentic texts requires a considerable amount of time
(Dudley-Evans and St John, 1998), they are considered to be the most appropriate
types of materials for the EAP context as they enable teachers to provide students
with materials tailored to their needs and to the discipline (Hyland, 2006).
Regardless of the type of materials being used in an EAP course, what remains
a source of enduring debate about EAP course content and materials is whether
they should be ‘common-core’ (EGAP) or subject specific (ESAP) (Dudley-Evans,
2001). While in the early days of EAP, most materials were geared towards a
subject-specific approach (e.g. Technical English for Mechanical Engineering by
Herbert) and addressed a group of homogeneous students from the same discipline
and designed according to the linguistic features of that discipline, subsequent ma-
terials took a one-size-fits-all approach, offering content suitable for a heterogeneous
group of students from a range of disciplines (e.g. Reading and Thinking in English).
Unlike the former approach to EAP teaching, these materials provided general aca-
demic English content on the basis that most aspects of academic communication
are common among different disciplines and suit any group of students regardless
of their discipline (ibid). Therefore, and according to this generic approach to
academic English, EAP materials should not provide ‘specialised varieties’ of En-
glish (Hutchinson and Waters, 1987). Recent genre and discourse research, however,
proved that significant variations exist in the way different disciplines structure both
their written and spoken genre (e.g. Myers, 1989; Dillon, 1991; Olsen and Huckin,
1990; Dudely-Evans, 1994c). Recent research has also shown that ‘the more content-
specific the course the more students will find it useful and be motivated’ (Jordan,
2000; p.252). Such evidence reinforces the case of the early accounts of EAP advo-
cating the use of EAP materials designed for specific disciplines. Subject-specificity
can even go further, including the creation of materials tailored to a certain group
of students from a specific discipline and practiced at the teaching level. Brinton,
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Snow and Wesche suggest that EAP teaching should not be limited to ‘contextu-
alising’ and be based on authentic texts from mainstream programmes (1989: p1).
Including such texts requires liaising between the EAP providers and other depart-
ments. As Dudley-Evans argues, the ‘EAP teacher can only deliver such work [EAP
teaching using authentic texts] effectively if he or she has the active co-operation
of subject teachers’; according to Dudley-Evans, such collaboration can be car-
ried out at three levels, namely ‘co-operation’, ‘collaboration’ and ‘team-teaching’
(2001: p.226). While the first level (i.e. co-operation) entails liaising with the de-
partments to seek information regarding the content, tasks and the expectations of
the department, the other two levels (i.e. collaboration and team-teaching) include
collaboration between EAP teachers and subject specialists. As for these two lev-
els, the first includes materials development outside of the classroom, whereas the
second, as the name suggests, includes the EAP teacher and the subject specialist
teaching together in the same class. Johns and Dudley-Evans (1998) report on a
case of collaboration at the team-teaching level in two EAP courses designed for
two groups of taught post-graduate international students at a British university.
The team-taught sessions in this project constituted follow-up sessions to a lecture
and the subject co-teaching with the EAP teacher would always be the one who had
delivered the preceding lecture. In this team-teaching experience, the EAP teacher’s
role was defined as ‘an intermediary seeking to interpret on behalf of the students
what the subject teacher meant in his/her lecture or in an examination question’
(ibid: p.227). The authors attribute the success of this team-teaching experience to
three factors: defining clear roles for both the EAP and the subject teacher; making
limited demands on the time of the subject teacher; and both parties respecting
each other’s professionalism and expertise (ibid).
2.4.5 EAP assessment
While there is ample research on the concept of EAP assessment in standardized
tests (e.g. TOEFL, IELTS, and PTE), the construct of EAP assessment in the
case of locally developed in-house EAP assessment is ‘under-defined’ and ‘under-
theorized’ (Schmitt and Hamp-Lyons, 2015). Despite the scarcity of in-house EAP
assessment, EAP teachers are constantly encountering various assessment types,
from their students’ commercial test results to becoming involved in delivering,
scoring or even validating in-house tests in different EAP programmes. Schmitt and
Hamp-Lyons divide such EAP assessment encounters into three categories; ‘entry
assessment’, ‘post-entry assessment’ and ‘exit assessment’.
A substantial body of research in EAP assessment examines entry English lan-
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guage tests, intended for international applicants who apply to study in English-
speaking countries. As many students who take these tests do not meet the minimum
entry requirement, they are provided with an alternative: to complete an intensive
EAP programme (i.e. pre-sessional, and foundation) − in their home country or
in the country where they intend to study − where they can improve their English
to meet the minimum requirements. The assessment of students’ progress in such
courses is usually by means of in-house tests instead of re-taking the external test
(Schmitt and Hamp-Lyons, 2015). Such in-house assessments are high stakes, and
even more high stakes than external tests (ibid) in the sense that they influence
important decisions regarding students’ progression onto their degree courses when
these students have already moved to their study destination.
Post-entry assessment has been closely associated with work undertaken by Aus-
tralian universities such as Sydney and Melbourne (Read and Randow, 2013) in
order to identify those students who would benefit from EAP courses offered along-
side their main degree courses, as well as the specific skills with which they require
greater assistance. While not all universities use such assessment methods to deter-
mine access to post-entry EAP provision and the type of EAP programme students
should attend, such assessment is becoming widespread in many universities across
the world (e.g. Oman, Hong Kong, and Nigeria) (Schmitt and Hamp-Lyons, 2015).
As for mid- or end-of-course assessment for post-entry EAP programmes, given that
the majority of such courses are not compulsory and do not generate credit, it seems
there is no such assessment for these programmes (ibid).
Last, in terms of exit assessment, unlike English L1 universities, in many EMI con-
texts students are required to demonstrate improvement in their English language
proficiency at the end of their degree course (Schmitt and Hamp-Lyons, 2015).
While the same external EAP tests (e.g. IELTS) used for admission purposes are
used as an EAP exit test in some EMI universities, others have developed their own
local exit test, an example of which is the DELTA (i.e. Diagnostic English Lan-
guage Tracking Assessment) in Hong Kong. This test is used for both diagnosing
students’ needs as well as monitoring their English language progress during their
degree course (Urmston, Raquel, & Tsang, 2013).
As the role of English language tests as university ‘gatekeeping’ tests increases,
the need for in-house EAP tests to support high-stakes decisions about would-be
students in pre-degree course EAP programmes increases as well. As mentioned
earlier, there is still a considerable gap between the amount of research conducted
into commercial EAP tests and local in-house tests. The existing literature on post-
entry EAP assessment focuses primarily on EMI contexts as well as certain English
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L1 speaking universities, such as in Australia and New Zealand. In what follows, a
review of such tests and what they are used for (e.g. access to EAP provision and
needs analysis tools) is provided.
2.4.5.1 Access to and needs analysis mechanisms for EAP provision
In the past, higher education institutions had the freedom to determine entry re-
quirements for admission to their EAP provision and ultimately their degree courses.
As mentioned in the previous section, however, in recent years, and affected by new
UK Visas and Immigration (UKVI) language requirements, universities are required
to follow a minimum language proficiency level for admission. According to these
new regulations, a list of approved language proficiency tests (i.e. Secure English
Language Tests or SELTs − currently IELTS is the only accepted SELT) is pro-
vided to be used for immigration purposes. While universities are not bound to use
these tests, they need to follow the minimum entry requirement, namely a B2 pro-
ficiency level on the Common European Framework of Reference (BALEAP, 2011).
According to BALEAP’s Guidelines on English Language Tests for University En-
try (2011), the language proficiency tests used most frequently for university entry
purposes are IELTS, TOEFL1, PTE Academic, MELAB and TEEP. Other tests,
including professional and vocational exams − both domestic UK examinations
and other overseas examinations − can also be used as proof of English language
proficiency. While the new regulations set by UKVI in terms of minimum levels
of language proficiency have regulated university entry requirements, how British
universities determine access to their EAP provision, whether pre-enrolment (for
foundation courses) or post-enrolment, has remained an under-researched area.
Based on Ridley’s (2012) survey of pre-sessional provision in the UK, performance
on an external proficiency language exam (e.g. IELTS, PTE) is the most common
criterion used for entry onto pre-sessional programmes at British universities. Her
report shows that these test results are used in a variety of ways for admission to Pre-
sessional EAP provision. For instance, some institutions and/or individual receiving
departments use an overall IELTS band requirement (or its equivalent on other high-
currency tests); others specify a minimum band but also specify requirements for
particular sub-skills such as reading and writing. Other universities use different
overall band scores depending on how long a student needs to register for a pre-
sessional course (ibid). Ridley’s study, however, did not provide any information
regarding the basis on which language proficiency entry requirements are set by the
1Note: Educational Testing Services’ (TOEFL provider) license to carry out secure language
tests for UK visas expired in April 2014.
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universities which participated in the study. Moreover, since this report investigated
pre-sessional courses, there is no information on entry requirements for other types
of provision, in particular in-sessional programmes.
Regarding Needs Analysis (NA), this is believed to be an essential component of
any EAP programme as it provides for the academic and induvial needs of students
from diverse profiles usually attending such courses (Harwood & Petric, 2011). As
Amirian and Tavakoli (2009) add, NA is a prerequisite for EAP course design con-
sidering “the diversity of needs and their unique and situation-based nature”. In
fact, many scholars consider NA a fundamental step in designing any EAP course,
its materials development, and even determining teaching and learning activities
(e.g. Robinson, 1991; Jordan, 1997; Dudley Evans & St John, 2001; Bernard &
Zemach, 2003, and Long, 2005).
But for how needs are defined there exists “[a] confusing plethora of terms”
(Dudley-Evans & St John, 1998, p.123) including, goals, desires, plans, achievement,
wishes, motivation, demands, requirements, lack, deficiencies, concerns, necessities,
lacks, constraints, communicative reasons, or communicative situations. Similarly,
in terms of what NA entails in different contexts, needs analysists can use various
sources to collect relevant data. Bocanegra-Valle (2016) divides resources used in
identifying needs into two categories namely, ‘documentary’ (e.g. published or un-
published literature containing job descriptions and/or tasks) and those obtained
from different groups of stakeholders (p. 560).
Different methods of data collection and analysis and research instruments (e.g.
quantitative, qualitative, deductive and inductive) can be used in collecting infor-
mation regarding needs (for more details please see Jordan 1997, Long, 2005; and
Brown, 2009) with questionnaires and interviews usually supplemented with other
means such as text or materials analysis, tests, or participant observation among
the most popular techniques (Bocanegra-Valle 2016). Bocanegra-Valle adds that
NA needs to be conducted in three stages (i.e. ‘Get ready to do needs analysis’,
‘Do the needs analysis’, and ‘Use the needs analysis results’). It is important to
note that the best practice principles in the literature suggest that NA should be
conducted as a ‘cyclical process’ rather than a ‘one-off activity’ (Dudley-Evans &
St John, 1998, p. 121) allowing for the improvement of the course as it goes along.
Finally and in terms of participation of stakeholders in NA in an EAP context,
Bocanegra-Valle lists three levels of participation; primary (i.e. past and present
students, and EAP teachers), secondary (i.e. subject-matter instructors and sub-
ject tutors, faculty and administrators, applied linguists, language experts, domain
experts, educational authorities, policy-makers and decision-takers); and a third
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level (i.e. professionals, sponsors, employers, company representatives, and society
in general) (ibid). The best practice principles in the literature also suggest that in
order to ‘streamline a needs analysis procedure’ NA should include all stakehold-
ers as ‘Different parties may be concerned with different needs’ (Bocanegra-Valle
2016: p. 562). As such ‘the involvement of different stakeholders and sources facil-
itates the alignment of each group’s diverse self-interests which, together with the
triangulation of research data collected by different instruments, contributes to the
validity and reliability of the whole process (ibid). Including only one party such as
students, for example, may dilute the true picture of needs as this group has limited
knowledge of the teaching context (Brown, 2009). As Hyland also emphasises, needs
are ‘jointly constructed between teachers and learners’ (2006, p. 74).
An extensive body of research has addressed NA in EAP contexts (e.g. Gilabert,
2005; Holme & Chalauisaeng, 2006; Evans & Green, 2007; Taillefer, 2007; Bacha
& Bahous, 2008; Mazdayasna & Tahririan, 2008; Molle & Prior, 2008; Abdullah,
2009; Huang, 2010; Lambert, 2010; Atai & Nazari, 2011; Chowdhury & Haider,
2012; Cabinda, 2013; O¨nder O¨zdemir; 2014). The majority of these studies conclude
that NA should be conducted collaboratively and by including different stakeholders
particularly students, EAP tutors and subject specialists. With the exception of one
study (i.e. Abdullah, 2009), other studies are related to EAP contexts outside UK.
Further research is therefore required to investigate how EAP needs are defined in
British HE institutions and what NA means are employed in doing so, as currently
it appears this particularly in relation to in-sessionals is done mainly based on pre-
entry English language proficiency tests and or end of course reports for pre-entry
(i.e. pre-sessional and foundation) EAP programmes.
Since pre-entry English language proficiency tests have shortcomings in terms of
the information they provide users with regarding the future academic needs of stu-
dents (e.g. Fox, 2005, Murray, 2010), in recent years some universities have begun to
introduce other means of assessing students’ specific requirements. One practice that
has been adopted by some institutions is to issue a post-matriculation placement
test to incoming students with the purpose of identifying those individuals whose
future academic performance is likely to be at risk owing to weak language skills.
Based on the results of these screening tools, students requiring additional support
will be directed to appropriate language development programmes (Read, 2008).
Universities in Australia and New Zealand are among those pioneering institutions
addressing specific academic needs by using these assessment tools (Harrington and
Roche, 2014). As briefly introduced in the previous chapter, one example of a diag-
nostic mechanism is Post-Enrolment Language Assessment (PELA), through which
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linguistically at-risk students are identified, and language programmes designed to
support them developed accordingly (Dunworth, 2009; Murray, 2010; 2011; Read,
2008). There have been a number of reports assessing the efficacy of these tools
in addressing students’ academic language needs. In the case of Diagnostic English
Language Assessment (DELA), Ransom (2009) has indicated a number of positive
impacts. In her study, she found, for example, that using these tests provided a
better understanding of the language needs of those students considered linguisti-
cally at risk. Such ‘consciousness-raising’ resulted in different academic departments
developing language support programmes; in some instances it even led to the im-
plementation of ‘subject-based adjunct tutorial programs’ (ibid: p.20).
The growing interest in the use of post-enrolment screening tools has encour-
aged some institutions to investigate their suitability. For example, Harrington and
Roche (2014) examined the use of a PELA screening tool in an EFL higher ed-
ucation setting in Oman. In this study, the reliability and usability of this tool,
which consisted of three measures of academic writing proficiency (e.g. academic
writing, academic reading and vocabulary recognition), were measured as predictors
of Grade Point average (GPA). The results revealed a positive correlation between
the three components of this test and the students’ GPA, with the academic writing
component serving as the best predictor. In another study, Lockwood (2013) inves-
tigated the use of the Diagnostic English Language Tracking Assessment (DELTA),
which has been used as a screening tool since 2007 to diagnose the academic writ-
ing needs of undergraduate students at some Hong Kong universities. Unlike the
previous study, the researcher in this study sought to investigate the desirability of
using this screening tool through exploring the perceptions of undergraduate stu-
dents, academic staff and other internal stakeholders regarding students’ academic
needs. This study concluded that there is a general concern over academic lan-
guage needs among undergraduate students at Hong Kong universities, and urged
the need for greater investment in policies related to this issue. Similarly, Afemikhe
(2008) explored students’ perceptions of the Post-University Matriculation Exami-
nation (PUME), which has been used as a post-enrolment assessment tool in some
Nigerian universities since 2005. In this study, the researcher investigated the in-
terpretation of, and confidence in, PUME activities through surveying its users’
perceptions. The results of this study showed wide popularity of this diagnostic
tool among students.
As with the British universities, however, they seem to utilize pre-entry English
language test results as the predominant means of placing incoming students into
in-sessional EAP programmes. Considering the shortcomings, mentioned in the
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previous chapter, of pre-entry language proficiency tests in diagnosing the academic
language needs of incoming students (e.g. only assessing generic academic English
and providing little, or no, information regarding specific academic language abili-
ties) and the rapid growth of international students with specific academic language
needs, there is a need to investigate the alternative mechanisms (if any) that British
universities employ to tackle the specific needs of different constituencies of incoming
students (i.e. NS and NNS, pre-sessional attendees and non-pre-sessional attendees).
Based on the review of the literature carried out for the purposes of the present re-
search proposal, no research has hitherto investigated such mechanisms and their
efficacy.
The existing literature on in-house EAP tests exclusively surveys pre-enrolment
EAP courses (e.g. foundation programmes, pre-sessional, and EAP preparatory). In
relation to post-entry in-house EAP assessment, apart from certain instances of the
tests briefly mentioned above (PUME in Nigeria and DELTA in Hong Kong), there
appears to be less evidence of formally developed EAP tests designed in-house for
the purpose of admission of students onto post-entry EAP programmes, particularly
in the UK context. Given that this research study aims to address post-entry EAP
provision offered in the UK, the existence and features of such assessment practices
will therefore be investigated.
2.5 EAP provision in the UK
In this section, an overview of EAP provision offered at British universities will
be presented. To this end, first a summary of the development of EAP provision in
higher education institutions in the UK will be provided; this will include a chrono-
logical overview of EAP provision from the 1960s to the present time. Following
that, a review of research studies investigating the characteristics and conceptual
bases of this provision will be presented.
2.5.1 Early EAP provision in the UK
According to Jordan (2002), the earliest evidence of EAP provision at British
universities can be traced back to the 1960s, when the language support available
for international students was generally of a part-time, ad hoc nature, offered to
students whenever they faced any language-related problems during their degree
courses. The first documented instance of such support belongs to Birmingham
University, which offered advice and induction courses to international students in
1962. The provision involved activities such as identifying students’ needs and de-
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veloping materials accordingly, as well as providing tutorials on a part-time basis.
The English Proficiency Test Battery was also established during these years and
was used for entry purposes. These activities resulted in the growth of diagnostic
assessment, as well as pre- and in-sessional programmes for international postgrad-
uate students in the 1970s. Similar activities were practised in other institutions
during the 1960s and 1970s, including Leeds University, Manchester University and
Newcastle University (Jordan, ibid), resulting in the existence of a group of in-
stitutions offering EAP provision who could share their experiences and discuss
related issues and trends with other practitioners involved in this area of English
language education. This group, originating with the four founder member univer-
sities mentioned above, was initially known as Special English Language Materials
for Overseas University Students, or SELMOUS. This later changed to the British
Association of Lecturers in English for Academic Purposes (BALEAP), the (much
larger) organisation by which it is known today.
According to a survey conducted by Cownie and Addison (1996), 95% of higher
education institutions were providing EAP support in 1992; however, only 17%
followed their own institutional entry standards in terms of language proficiency.
This resulted in a sudden increase in EAP staff workload, leaving many to perceive
the provision as inadequate (ibid).
Since its early stages, EAP has been subject to many changes, both at micro
(e.g. classroom practices and teaching methodologies) and macro (e.g. expectations
and policies) levels. Jordan (2002) lists some changes in EAP provision in the UK
over recent decades. One of the marked changes reported is the large increase in
the number of international students, resulting in the need for more EAP staff and
longer courses. In addition, he highlights the ‘greater attention paid to academic
culture, i.e. the higher education system, subject specialist conventions regarding
staff and student relationships and expectations, and writing conventions’ (ibid,
p.73). Furthermore, awareness of ‘cultural conventions and learning styles’ is also
identified as a significant development in EAP. Finally, in recent years, English for
specific academic purposes has featured more widely in EAP provision, resulting in
the evolution of certain teaching methods, such as team-teaching, involving cooper-
ation between EAP tutors and subject specialists, and discipline-specific approaches
to teaching and materials development.
2.5.2 Current EAP provision in the UK
According to the BALEAP handbook (2011), the two most common forms of
EAP provision currently offered at British universities are known as pre-sessional
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and in-sessional courses. The former are courses which can range from one to two
months and are delivered prior to the commencement of a degree programme. The
main aim of these courses is to prepare students for academic life and study at a
university in the UK. Common among the general course objectives of pre-sessional
courses are:
• communicating in academic English, including writing assignments;
• reading academic passages and note-making;
• listening to lectures and note-taking; and
• giving academic presentations.
Pre-sessional courses also usually aim to familiarize students with academic re-
sponsibilities and expectations in British higher education.
Based on a recent survey conducted by Ridley (2012), of the 44 universities (all
BALEAP members) in the UK, 39 institutions offer pre-sessional courses, most of
which are summer pre-sessional courses ranging from 4 to 10 weeks. Only 5 uni-
versities offer no such course. In terms of the focus of this provision, the study
reported that 35 institutions offer generic EAP courses, while 26 offer discipline-
specific courses usually in the last four weeks of the summer pre-sessional pro-
gramme. The research report provides no further explanation as to what these
courses actually entail and no rationale for why the last four weeks of the summer
pre-sessional programme is dedicated to discipline-specific courses. With regards
to the disciplines, Business and Management is, according to the report, the sub-
ject most frequently offered in discipline-specific courses, followed by Law, Science
and Engineering (Ridley, ibid). Ridley’s report does not, however, provide a clear
description of what exactly discipline-specific provision entails.
Despite the significant increase in the number of international students and the
inevitable proliferation of EAP support, no other study to date appears to have
explored the form and structure of such provision within higher education, and its
conceptual bases.
In addition to pre-sessional courses offered prior to degree programmes, in-sessional
courses are provided which run alongside degree courses in order to support students
with their degree-course work. These courses usually cultivate the same academic
skills as the pre-sessionals, including essay writing, listening, reading and partici-
pation in academic discussions (BALEAP, n.d.). The following sections provide a
summary of in-sessional programmes, as reported in the literature.
29
2.5.3 In-sessional provision in the UK
Initial accounts of in-sessional provision reported that it is generally offered free
of charge in the form of part-time courses run during term time as a service to inter-
national students (e.g. Jordan, 2000). It is a ‘service’ for the benefit of international
students, usually in blocks of two hours during lunch breaks or at times when stu-
dents have no degree course commitments. Courses typically provide input related
to ‘essay writing, developing confidence in speaking in a discussion group, taking
notes while listening to subject-specific lectures etc.’ (ibid: p.70). One advantage
noted of such services is that they can be easily adjusted to cater for students’ known
and immediate needs. In addition, as they are offered alongside main degree courses,
they allow for the establishment of a link with the relevant university departments,
for the exchange of information about the course, and for the receipt of feedback
from departments on the course.
According to the BALEAP Handbook (n.d.; p.6), in-sessional EAP courses are
‘for students who are already attending courses at a university and who want help
with their academic English’. They are, it states, ‘designed to support work which
students are already carrying out in their departments’ (ibid; p.7). In addition to
language skills development, according to this handbook in-sessional courses consist
of ‘helping students to recognise, understand and come to terms with academic
cultural differences’ (ibid).
2.6 Evaluating EAP support programmes
Since one aim of this study is to conduct an evaluation of in-sessional EAP pro-
grammes, this section first provides a review of approaches to language programme
and then continues by presenting a report of EAP programme evaluation studies.
2.6.1 Evaluation of language education programmes
Programme evaluation in any field is important as it can provide insights to pro-
gramme providers on how to improve their work. Evaluation in the educational
context is defined as ‘the systematic attempt to gather information in order to
make judgments or decisions’ (Lynch, 1996; p.2). Programme, in the educational
context, is defined as ‘a series of courses linked with some common goal or end prod-
uct’. These courses can include any ‘instructional sequence’, such as a curriculum,
a workshop, a teaching unit or self-access instructional software (ibid).
According to these definitions, evaluating a programme entails exploiting certain
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methods and tools to investigate the extent to which an instructional sequence
works in order to successfully achieve its learning goals. Language programme
evaluation, invoking both positivistic and naturalistic methods, intends to evalu-
ate effectiveness of a programme or assess its quality in comparison to other similar
programmes or both (Lynch, 1996). In a review of language programme evaluation
studies since 1960s, Lynch (1996) observes a shift from using a positivistic paradigm
to using a naturalistic paradigm. The former is mainly concerned with summative
and product-oriented evaluations (e.g. analysis of product or student achievement).
The latter, on the other hand, concerns describing and analyzing the process of pro-
grammes in evaluation as well. This can be done through using needs assessment to
see the match between what the programme currently offers and what is desired for
the programme as well as formative evaluation of the programme as it is developing.
Lynch, however, argues for a pragmatic stance to programme evaluation allowing
for triangulation of data gathered via different data collection techniques and from
different sources. From a pragmatic stance, he formulated the ‘context-adaptive
model (CAM) for language programme evaluation in applied linguistics . . . [which]
is meant to be a flexible, adaptable heuristic − a starting point to language pro-
gramme evaluation that constantly reshape and redefine itself, depending on the
context of the programme and the evaluation’ (Lynch, 1996; p.3). A full account
of this model and why and how it was used in the present research study will be
provided in chapter 3.
Since one aim of the present study is to evaluate in-sessional EAP programmes
in the UK, a review of previous studies aiming to evaluate such programmes in this
context has been conducted to see what methodological stance they have employed
in the evaluation of EAP programmes and how such evaluation was conducted. The
next section presents this review.
2.6.2 Evaluating EAP provision in the UK: Empirical research
According to Lynch, earlier approaches to programme evaluation were of a sum-
mative, product-oriented nature, where summative refers to ‘an evaluation designed
to determine whether or not a programme has been successful, and product-oriented
to ‘an evaluation that looks at outcomes, such as end of the year student achievement
test scores or questionnaire responses’ (ibid, p.22). This approach to programme
evaluation falls into the positivist research paradigm, relying mainly on quantitative
data as evidence. With its sole focus on product, and unable to assess the whole
process involved in the programme, the positivist paradigm does not allow for the
investigative process as a part of the evaluation. For this, a constructivist paradigm
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needs to be invoked that allows for the use of evaluation methods which examine
the process of programme rather than solely the outcome, methods such as ‘needs
assessment’, ‘implementation evaluation’ and ‘formative evaluation’. Needs assess-
ment is a type of evaluation which examines ‘the match between what is desired
for the programme versus the actual state of the programme’, while implementation
evaluation looks at ‘the match between the original, stated plan for the programme
and its actual state. Finally, formative evaluation ‘looks at a programme as it is
developing in order to make suggestions for improvement’ (Lynch, ibid, p.32). In
all three of these approaches, the focus shifts from solely the outcome to what is ac-
tually happening in the programme. These approaches require naturalistic research
methods that generate qualitative data.
What follows is a review of that body of literature that discusses the evaluation
of EAP programmes. The studies it highlights are divided into two parts, the first
of which is concerned with those studies investigating EAP programmes within
particular institutions, and the second with EAP programmes across institutions;
that is, EAP generally within the UK higher education context.
2.6.3 Research studies focusing on an EAP provision within par-
ticular institutions
The first group of research studies reviewed here focuses on pre-sessional pro-
grammes at a number of British universities. Atherton (2006) examines the effec-
tiveness of a pre-sessional programme at Kingston University. A variety of sources
were used in this study in order to measure the effectiveness of the programme. Data
collected included entry and exit test scores, a post-course questionnaire, comments
from both course attendees and non-attendees, and feedback from course directors.
The results indicated that, overall, this EAP programme was successful in preparing
students for their degree programmes, and therefore regarded as effective. However,
the results are fairly general and there is no evidence showing which aspects of the
programme contributed to the success of the course.
The second study, conducted by Ridley (2006) at Sheffield Hallam University,
investigated the predictive validity of a pre-sessional course exit test. A cohort
of international students were tracked for two years and data collected through
questionnaires, interviews and discussions with the students and their lecturers.
The quantitative and qualitative data generated were used to compare their exit
test scores and performance in their degree courses. While the results suggested
that the programme had been effective, there was, again, no indication of what it
was that made it effective.
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Pilcher’s (2006) study espoused a different approach, by investigating the efficacy
of a pre-sessional course at Herriot-Watt University, examining, via interviews, the
perceptions of 21 Chinese postgraduate students. While the results acknowledged
a need for more cooperation between the English language tutors and departments,
they showed generally positive perceptions towards the programme. Once again, no
concrete information was provided to demonstrate what contributed to the positive
perceptions, and thus what made the programme effective.
Clifton (2004) similarly evaluated the effectiveness of a one-year preparatory pro-
gramme in China, designed to prepare students for study in the UK. Data was
collected from students via questionnaires and from tutors via interviews. Although
the results indicated that the programme was successful in fulfilling the desired
goals, it, too lacked insight into how and why it was successful.
While the four studies mentioned above have all addressed the general value of a
pre-sessional course, Martala’s 2006 study examined the effectiveness of the writing
component within a three-month pre-sessional course at the University of Hertford-
shire. In this study, the participants, consisting of 7 Chinese students pursuing a
Master’s degree, were asked to complete five questionnaires − one at the beginning
of the pre-sessional course to gauge their previous writing experience, three at the
end of each month of the course to investigate their perception of the writing tuition
they were receiving, and one after completing their Master’s degree to evaluate the
effectiveness of the pre-sessional in light of their writing experiences as an MA stu-
dent. In addition, samples of students’ writing from both the pre-sessional and the
Master’s programme were collected and compared to their responses to the ques-
tionnaires to see to what extent ‘the students reflections matched their practice’
(ibid, location 976). The essays were analyzed in terms of three aspects: points that
were taught prior to each essay, whether students had implemented these points
(their strengths) in the essay, and whether they did not (their weakness and areas
to improve). This set of data was then compared to their responses to the question-
naires to see ‘what students perceived to be learning as opposed to what they were
actually learning as well as the students’ overall ability to reflect’ (ibid, location
998). The results showed that the writing component of the programme was effec-
tive, helping students perform better in their degree courses. Once again, however,
while the EAP programme addressed in this study appeared successful, there was
no reference to which aspects of the course made it effective.
In a more recent study, McKee (2012) examined the effectiveness of a pre-sessional
course at London Metropolitan University by interviewing a small group of under-
graduate and postgraduate students (four participants) about their perceptions of
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the effectiveness of the course. Despite the limited range of participants, this study,
which revealed a largely positive reaction to the programme from students, also
provided some detailed information on which aspects of the course helped students
to perform better in their degree studies. These included helping students to be-
come more confident with reading and seeing a clear link between the pre-sessional
written work and that of their main degree course.
As stated earlier, all the studies reviewed above focused on EAP provision (specif-
ically pre-sessional courses) within particular institutions. Both qualitative and
quantitative data collection methods were employed including test scores, students’
written performances, questionnaires and interviews. While, in all cases, the re-
sults indicated that the pre-sessional courses concerned were effective, none provide
concrete information on which aspects of these courses made them effective.
In a study focusing on in-sessional provision at the University of Northumbria,
Sloan and Porter (2010) investigated an in-sessional EAP programme offered to
international students studying business. In this study, the researchers evaluated
the appropriateness of the content, the relevance and the timing of an existing
in-sessional EAP for international business students at Northumbria University by
investigating a group of postgraduate students and postgraduate programme di-
rectors via a close ended questionnaire and focus group meetings. In addition,
they used semi-structured interviews to explore in-sessional staff opinions on the
appropriacy of the programme from these three perspectives. The researchers iden-
tified three key areas ‘contextualisation, embedding and mapping of the programme
[CEM] as the foundation for managing in-sessional EAP delivery’ (ibid; p.198) and
in light of their evaluation of the in-sessional, they proposed the CEM framework
for in-sessional providers to use as a means for integrating in-sessional provision into
academic programmes.
Since the present research study seeks to address in-sessional EAP provision be-
yond a particular institution, what follows provides a review of studies conducted
on a wider scale.
2.6.4 Research studies focusing on EAP provision beyond an indi-
vidual institution
Despite the heading of this section, the researcher, having reviewed as many of
the published studies focusing on EAP programme evaluation in the UK as she
could locate, found only one study which sought to evaluate the effectiveness of
EAP provision across the higher education sector as a whole. This study, con-
ducted by Cownie and Addison in 1992 and published in 2006, had two main aims:
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first, to explore the nature of provision and second, to explore course directors’
and tutors’ experiences of the EAP provision offered to international students. All
higher education institutions took part in the survey (N = 94 at the time), with
one representative from each institution being interviewed over the phone. In order
to examine the providers’ experiences of provision, two main themes were explored.
The first investigated providers’ perceptions of the adequacy of the English-language
provision offered in their institution. It encompassed sub-themes including staffing,
departments’ attitudes towards the English language unit, and the types of support
available. The second theme addressed participants’ perceptions of the institution’s
attitudes towards its English-language support service. The analysis of the results
generated four main conclusions regarding EAP provision at British universities.
First, if EAP provision is offered on an occasional basis, in other words as optional
and peripheral to degree courses, students with poor language skills are unlikely to
benefit sufficiently to complete their degree programmes. Second, language provi-
sion support is seen as a last resort for students whose needs should, ideally, have
been addressed at an earlier stage. Third, inadequate resources, both at university
level as well as within language support programmes, is highlighted as an issue.
Finally, it was found that high-quality language provision is heavily dependent on
the institutional position of language support staff (ibid, 2006). As Cownie and
Addison (2006) concluded:
‘their [in-sessional tutors’] institutional position is less certain than that of
members of academic departments . . . in that they are professionals who
nevertheless do not belong to the dominant category of professionals within
the institution (academics), and there is therefore a tendency for them to
become marginalised’ (p.230).
As mentioned above, apart from this study, no other study has since investigated
in-sessional provision in the UK from a macro-perspective.
2.7 Best practice principles for EAP provision
Since the emergence of EAP in the 1960s, there has been a substantial body of
research into EAP (see, for example, Hyland, 2006; Hyland and Hamp-Lyons, 2001;
Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001, for research overviews). As for EAP best practice
principles, one can acquire insights into best practice via a scoping of relevant non-
research publications. In what follows, a review of such research will be presented.
One best practice principle that has been proposed is that EAP teaching should
not be too prescriptive (Benesch, 2001). In other words, it is important that teaching
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needs to be adapted according to students’ academic courses and should also consider
the knowledge and learning styles they bring to the class. As an example, Biggs
(2003) refers to rote-learning ability, which is a popular learning strategy used by
many Chinese students. This ability, however, is unrecognized and not used in many
cases, if not known to the teacher. Benesch (2001) also suggests that there should
be room for students’ involvement on what they are learning and how they should
be helped to learn it.
Alexander et al. (2008: 19-21) list some best practice principles as guidance for
EAP teachers. They state, for example, that EAP tutors need to be familiar with
students’ academic course subject areas. Using authentic subject-specific materials
in EAP classes is also a practice they encourage but which inevitably requires a high
level of cooperation between EAP tutors and subject specialists in order to create a
meaningful link between in-sessional course content and that of main degree courses.
Alexander et al. also recommend dividing EAP into ‘skills’ (i.e. reading, listening,
writing and speaking) and study skills, cautioning that this practice should not re-
sult in sacrificing linguistic expressions and focusing only on communicability. As
Turner (2004) warns, such an approach has resulted in an increase in the number of
non-discipline-specific pre-entry EAP tests such as TOEFL and IELTS focusing on
generic skills irrespective of students’ future target language use (discipline commu-
nity), and many EAP preparatory courses seem to be merely focusing on preparing
students to pass such tests, usually in order to secure university admission. Hyland
(2006) also proposes that EAP courses need to move from teaching isolated skills to
putting language in a context relevant to students’ academic disciplines.
Hamp-Lyons (2001) refers to the importance of what learners bring to the EAP
class and states: ‘[EAP] begins with the learner and the situation’ (ibid, p.3). In this
respect, she highlights the importance of needs analysis before or at the beginning
of an EAP course. According to Hamp-Lyons (2001), only after specifying learners’
needs should course objectives be defined. It is also very important to create a
list of ‘learning outcomes’ which will help students to know what they are working
towards (ibid, 4). As with designing a syllabus, Alexander et al. (2008, 86-87)
emphasize that ‘key abilities’ such as critical thinking defined as ‘taking a stance;
evaluating by means of criteria; seeing new relationships between ideas’ (ibid, p.269)
and learner autonomy should be integrated within the syllabus. As with EAP
assessment, Alexander et al. (2008) highlight two key features useful for assessment
methods, including ‘authentic and practical items’ (ibid, p.315).
In other research, Watson Todd (2003), reports six approaches which, based on ob-
servation, seem to be commonly regarded in EAP classes as best practice. These in-
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clude inductive learning or learning through problem-solving, learning by doing (pro-
cess syllabus), learner autonomy, authenticity, using technology and team-teaching.
The EAP best practices mentioned in this section and the evaluation studies
reviewed in the previous section consist of more micro-level, practical techniques,
rather than guidelines for more macro level policies concerning the design and de-
livery of EAP provision. As shown in the previous section, the body of research
reviewed concerning the evaluation of EAP provision at some British universities
suggests that what is being practiced − mainly in pre-entry EAP courses such as
pre-sessional courses − appears to be working. However, there is as yet little in-
formation emerging concerning a unified set of best practice principles drawn from
actual EAP practices which can be followed in an attempt to achieve better teaching,
learning and, ultimately, greater efficacy in EAP provision particularly post-entry.
In addition, despite the prevalence of such research, there has been little in the way
of investigation into the implications of best practice principles in EAP, particularly
in relation to post-entry EAP programmes.
What follows, is a review of literature approaching best practice from a macro-
perspective.
2.7.1 EAP Best Practice Principles: UK Context
In terms of EAP best practice principles from a macro-perspective in the UK con-
text, different guidelines have been introduced in several relevant documents in the
past ten years. In a 2009 report published by the UK’s Quality Assurance Agency
for Higher Education (QAA) titled Thematic Enquiries into Concerns about Aca-
demic Quality and Standards in Higher Education in England, one theme highlighted
concerned the admission of international students and institutional language entry
requirements (Murray, 2017). Focusing mainly on the issue of English language
proficiency, the report specified three actions that HE institutions are required to
take in relation to the English language competence of international students. These
were as follows:
• a review of the efficacy and appropriateness of established schemes for testing
the English language skills of international students, in determining English
language competence and support needs before acceptance on to higher edu-
cation programmes and while studying in the UK
• institutions, either individually or collectively, should provide clear guidance
to international students and their advisers about higher education teaching,
learning and assessment practices in the UK and, further, both facilitate in-
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ternational students’ understanding of these expectations and support them
in making the transition to studying in the UK
• a general statement or guidance about the support arrangements that inter-
national students should expect from higher education institutions, including
English language support and personal and academic support, be developed.
(QAA, 2009; p.3).
The three statements provided in the document, however, only briefly refer to
actions related to the English language competence of international students as
part of other issues related to this cohort of students. And even in the case of
international students, the document does not provide any detailed and descriptive
guidelines on how such actions need to be taken in EAP programmes.
It should be noted, however, that in recent years BALEAP has produced docu-
ments such as the BALEAP Competency Framework for EAP teachers (BALEAP,
2008), the BALEAP Accreditation Scheme Handbook (BALEAP,2011; 2016), and
the BALEAP Can Do Framework for EAP Syllabus Design and Assessment (BALEAP,
2016), all of which can be used as reference guides by EAP providers in higher ed-
ucation institutions.
The competency framework for EAP teachers was created in response to a lack of
descriptors for EAP-specific teacher qualifications (BALEAP, 2008). In it a set of
competencies for EAP teachers is specified. Such competencies are defined as ‘the
technical skills and professional capabilities that a teacher needs to bring to a posi-
tion in order to fulfill its functions completely’ (Aitken, 1998 as cited in BALEAP,
2008; p.2). This competency framework was developed based on ‘best practice as
viewed by experienced practitioners’ in the field of EAP (ibid, p.2). The competency
statements in this document are provided in relation to academic practice, EAP
students, curriculum development, and programme implementation. Intended pri-
marily for less experienced teachers and their trainers, this best practice document
provides guidelines which can be used as a reference for an ‘agreed set of descrip-
tions of good practice’, ‘professional development of EAP teachers’, and ‘raising the
profile of the profession within institutions and the further and higher education
sector’ (ibid, p.2). While the competencies framework is mainly focused on EAP tu-
tors, the BALEAP Accreditation Scheme handbook provides a more comprehensive
blueprint of best practice, with a set of criteria addressing various aspects of an EAP
course. As the title suggests, this document provides guidelines on the accreditation
scheme BALEAP provides for English language and study skills courses offered at
HE institutions. Eight criteria for accreditation are included in the 2011 edition of
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this document, along with details of the documentary evidence institutions seeking
accreditation are required to provide. These criteria are Management and Admin-
istration, Staffing, Resources and Facilities, Course Design, Teaching and Learning,
Assessment, Student Welfare, and Course Evaluation. In a recently amended ver-
sion of the handbook, now entitled Quality Enhancement for English for Academic
Purpose Courses and Programmes (BALEAP, 2016), these areas of assessment are
condensed into five, namely: Institutional Context, Course Management, Course
Design, Teaching and Learning, Assessment, Evaluation and Progression. In addi-
tion to changes to the areas of assessment, there are changes to the scope of the
scheme. In the older version of the handbook only full-time courses designed for
international students to prepare them with ‘the language and study skills required
for higher education or research in the English-speaking world’ (BALEAP, 2011)
were eligible for the accreditation assessment. In the recent version, however, this
has expanded to ‘any course or programme which is designed to prepare students
with the academic literacy and study competence required for further or higher ed-
ucation or research through the medium of English’ (BALEAP, 2016). As can be
seen in the two eligibility statements, while in the first edition the accreditation
was only offered for full-time courses (e.g. foundation and pre-sessional), the second
edition includes any courses or programmes, making the scheme more inclusive. In
addition, whereas in the previous edition only EAP courses targeted at interna-
tional students and offering language and study skills were eligible for the scheme,
in the latter edition, ‘the international student’ is changed to ‘students’ (without
referring to any specific cohort), and ‘language and study skills’ to ‘academic lit-
eracies and study competence’. Such shifts suggest that EAP programmes are no
longer solely targeted at international students and what they offer is not limited
to general English proficiency and study skills; instead it is geared more towards
academic literacy. While one would assume that such changes in the document
happened as a result of new directions EAP programmes have been taking in recent
years, there is as yet not much evidence in the literature showing such shifts in
institutional practices particularly in the case of post-entry EAP provision in the
context of the UK. One of the few exceptions to this is the study by Porte (2010)
(see section 2.6.3 for a review of this study). In the context of Australia, however,
there have been more reports, such as that by Bohemia et al (2007) of a project in
which academic skills were located within the discipline rather than taught gener-
ically outside of the discipline. According to this report, in a five-year project, a
group of academics from Industrial Design Engineering and the Learning Skills Unit
(LSU) in an Australian university developed a collaborative curriculum incorporat-
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ing Academic Literacy Skills into the Design and Engineering curriculum. In their
evaluation of this project, Bohemian et al concluded that ‘the growing collegiality
among academics has meant increased effectiveness and efficiency in the teaching
of critical literacy skills and thus has produced an integrated subject as well as a
foundation for future collaborative activities’ (2007; p.3).
Another change to the document is the addition of a new assessment criterion
(Institutional Context) which focuses on how the EAP provision is positioned in the
wider HE institution. In other words, how ‘well-integrated [an EAP course/programme
is] within the wider institution in terms of relevant institutional policies and proce-
dures’ is now a determining factor in securing accreditation (BALEAP, 2016; p.13).
Despite such changes to the eligibility and assessment criteria in the new edition
of the Scheme handbook, the document still does not provide a unified set of EAP
best practice principles to be followed in the higher education sector as a whole. For
instance, while the word ‘full-time’ has been removed from the eligibility statement,
most assessment criteria statements are still only applicable to full-time pre-entry
courses (e.g. pre-sessional). Referring to ‘pre-sessional’ courses in many statements,
or other phrases such as ‘transitioning from the course to university programmes’
receiving departments’, or ‘visa extension and registration’ − which applies to pre-
sessional programmes where some students are initially granted a shorter visa to
attend the course and upon successful completion of the course their visa will switch
to a longer tier 4 visa − suggest that these best practice guidelines are still mainly
limited to pre-entry courses rather than those offered alongside degree courses. As
such, in no statement is the word ‘in-sessional’ used. Moreover, in the literature on
in-sessional provision (e.g. Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001, Jordan 2002, BALEAP,
n.d.), in-sessional courses are referred to as part-time language support services
provided to international students alongside their degree programmes. However,
considering the increasing diversity of student cohorts over the past two decades, it
is important to discern whether the provision has adapted accordingly and how well
current in-sessional provision fits into the new best practice principles provided in
documents such as the BALEAP Accreditation Scheme handbook. In order to do
this, an updated and more thorough understanding of this provision is needed.
Finally, the BALEAP Can Do Framework for EAP Syllabus Design and Assess-
ment (BALEAP, 2016) provides a list of competencies students studying in UK
universities at Master’s level are required to possess. These competencies, which
were identified through interviewing subject specialists from a range of disciplines
and universities, describe student competencies which can be used to guide method-
ology, materials development and assessment in EAP courses. The competencies
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framework is divided into the four skills of writing, speaking, reading and listening,
with a range of competencies included for each, namely ‘Academic Context’, ‘Aca-
demic Discourse’, ‘Discipline Related’ and ‘Practical Skills’ (ibid; p.1). Both generic
and specific academic English skills and competencies are emphasised in the doc-
ument, highlighting the importance of both generic and specific academic English
knowledge and skills.
A report on an in-depth content analysis of the three BALEAP documents listed
above is provided in the methodology chapter where it is shown how such information
was used to define evaluation criteria in this study and design the research tool to
evaluate in-sessional provision at UK universities.
2.7.2 Best practice principles: the Australian context
With the rapid increase in the number of international students entering English-
speaking universities, EAP research in Australia has seen a strong focus on stu-
dents’ English language proficiency (ELP). One particular area of focus has been
students’ proficiency in English for employment purposes at point of graduation.
Birrell (2006), for example, has questioned whether international students gradu-
ate with an appropriately sophisticated language proficiency. In a number of other
studies (e.g. Bretag, 2007; Foster, 2012), it is argued that international students’
academic work is marked too leniently. There are, therefore, assumptions that grad-
uates may well not possess a sufficient level of proficiency for employment purposes.
This might explain why some employment bodies require candidates to take a lan-
guage proficiency test as proof of English language competency, despite the fact that
they have graduated from an English-speaking university (Arkoudis et al., 2014),
something Murray (2017) makes reference to:
‘the Nursing and Midwifery Board English Language Skills Registration
Standard (2010) and the Education and Training Reform Act (2006) re-
quire graduates to demonstrate, via performance on IELTS (International
English Language Testing System) or the OET (Occupational English Test),
that they have achieved competence in English in addition to the successful
completion of a degree course in Australia’ (p.36).
As a result of these perceptions, some have argued that if Australian universities
seek to be confident in their graduates’ English language skills, they need to provide
‘more integrated and sophisticated’ ELP provision, and this would require incorpo-
rating ELP into existing quality assurance processes for graduate standards’ (ibid,
2014: p.9).
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The concerns raised regarding students’ ELP, especially upon graduation, resulted
in the publication in 2008 of the ‘Good Practice Principles’ (GPPs) by the then
Australian Universities Quality Agency (AUQA). This document, comprising a set of
ten principles, was a guide designed to steer universities providing English language
support for international students from entry level through to the completion of
their degree course (ibid, p.10). The principles were as follows:
1. Universities are responsible for ensuring that their students are sufficiently
competent in the English language to participate effectively in their university
studies.
2. Resourcing for English language development is adequate to meet students’
needs throughout their studies.
3. Students have responsibilities for further developing their English language
proficiency during their study at university and are advised of these responsi-
bilities prior to enrolment.
4. Universities ensure that the English language entry pathways they approve
for the admission of students enable these students to participate effectively
in their studies.
5. English language proficiency and communication skills are important graduate
attributes for all students.
6. Development of English language proficiency is integrated with curriculum
design, assessment practices and course delivery through a variety of methods.
7. Students’ English Language Development needs are diagnosed early in their
studies and addressed, with ongoing opportunities for self-assessment.
8. International students are supported from the outset to adapt to their aca-
demic, socio-cultural and linguistic environments.
9. International students are encouraged and supported to enhance their English
language development through effective social interaction on and off campus.
10. Universities use evidence from a variety of sources to monitor and improve
their English language development activities. (AUQA, 2009: 3).
An important question is what, specifically, these ‘good practices’ should en-
tail if universities are to develop ‘sustainable and integrated whole-of-university
approaches’ (ibid, p.12).
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2.7.3 Best practice principles: the US context
Unlike the UK and Australia, it is interesting to see that, despite it being the
most popular destination for tertiary education for international students, there are
no similar best practice principle documents for English language provision in North
American higher education institutions (Murray, 2017). To start with, there is no
such governmental regulation and documentation equivalent to that of the QAA
and AQUA2 on English language policy and strategy in universities. One possible
explanation for the absence of such documents, as Johns (2016) states, could be the
implementation of the Common Core Set Standards (CCSS) in that context. The
CCSS consists of
‘a set of end of the school year assessment targets focusing on relatively few,
generalizable high-quality academic abilities; that is, what the originators
assert students should be able to do (e.g., summarize, identify appropriate
language in a text, solve a problem) in mathematics and English/language
arts, and, by extension, in other content areas, in order to be college and
career ready’ (ibid; p.463).
Another similar explanation, as Murray suggests, is that ‘it is also the case that
there is a tradition, according to which attendance of a core curriculum first-year
‘freshman composition’ course is mandatory for all newly-enrolled undergraduate
students of U.S. colleges and universities, regardless of their subject discipline or
language background’ (2017; p.63).
2.8 Gaps in the literature and aims of the present re-
search study
Based on the review of the literature carried out for the purposes of the present
research, a number of gaps have been identified. First, there has hitherto been no
comprehensive investigation into EAP provision offered across the higher education
sector in the UK, particularly in terms of its nature and efficacy. This study therefore
provided an investigation into the characteristics and perceptions of EAP provision
offered across British universities.
Second, apart from one study conducted by Cownie and Addison in 1992, there is a
notable paucity of research into the evaluation of in-sessional provision, particularly
in the UK context. Considering the increasing diversity of the students population
2AQUA was superseded by TEQSA (Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency) in
2012.
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over the past two decades, it is important to discern whether in-sessional EAP
provision has adapted accordingly, in order to effectively meet the diverse academic
language needs of incoming students. To address this gap, the main focus of the
present study will be on provision that is provided alongside students’ degree courses,
namely in-sessional EAP programmes.
Third, given that previous research has tended to look at EAP best practice at a
micro-level, which is unlikely to result in long-term systemic change for the better,
the present study will specifically examine it from a macro-level perspective. In
doing so, it will analyze the perceptions of three primary stakeholders (i.e. students,
in-sessional staff and subject specialists) and the criteria and notions they invoke in
their evaluation of EAP in-sessional provision.
The present study aims to investigate the characteristics and to conduct and
evaluation of in-sessional academic English provision. In doing so, it will draw on
multiple sources, including EAP frameworks developed by organizations and com-
mittees involved in the field of EAP, the existing literature on provision and stake-
holders’ experiences and perceptions of that provision. A mixed-methods approach,
discussed more fully in Chapter 3 (Methodology), will be employed to collect data
on the characteristics and efficacy of EAP provision currently provided at British
universities.
With these aims in mind, a number of research questions inform this study as
follows:
Primary research question
What are the approaches and their underlying principles governing the ways in
which UK universities seek to meet students’ academic English language needs post-
enrolment, and what are students’ and teachers’ perceptions of their efficacy?
Secondary research questions
1. What are the characteristics of in-sessional academic English language provi-
sion available to students at UK universities?
2. What guiding principles inform the design and delivery of in-sessional provi-
sion?
3. What are the perceptions of the stakeholders (i.e. students, English-language
teaching staff and subject specialists) regarding the effectiveness of the avail-
able provision?
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4. What criteria do the participants (students, English-language teaching staff
and subject specialists) invoke in their evaluation of the in-sessional provision?
Chapter 3 will describe the methodology employed to address these questions.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
3.1 Introduction
This study investigated the characteristics and effectiveness of in-sessional English
language provision available at higher education institutions in the UK. The target
population examined in this study included 167 establishments registered as higher
education institutions that offer degree-level courses1. In this study, ‘in-sessional
programme’ refers to any type of academic English-language provision offered to
students while they are reading for their degrees. ‘Academic language’ is defined as
a mediating tool employed in an academic context and can be seen to encompass
English for General Academic Purposes (EGAP) and English for Specific Academic
Purposes (ESAP). As the name suggests, EGAP is also known as ‘discipline general
capabilities’ (Fox, 2001), and consists of a set of general academic language abilities
that, during the initial stages of engagement with a new discipline, enable students
to progress with their studies (ibid, 2004). English for Specific Purposes (ESAP)
is concerned with ‘discipline-specific capabilities’, and the particular language asso-
ciated with specific fields of study and which helps to define those disciplines and
their communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991).
The objectives of this research study were twofold: first, to determine features
(i.e. factual information about the characteristics) of in-sessional provision − both
EGAP and ESAP − that UK universities provide to students enrolled in degree
programmes; and second, to investigate the efficacy of this provision by exploring the
perceptions of different groups of stakeholders within the higher education context.
The following research questions were proposed to address characteristics and
effectiveness of in-sessional provision in the UK:
1Source: https : //www.hesa.ac.uk/support/providers
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Primary research question
What are the approaches and their underlying principles governing the ways in
which UK universities seek to meet students’ academic English language needs post-
enrolment, and what are students’ and teachers’ perceptions of their efficacy?
Secondary research questions
1. What are the characteristics of in-sessional academic English language provi-
sion available to students at UK universities?
2. What guiding principles inform the design and delivery of in-sessional provi-
sion?
3. What are the perceptions of the stakeholders (i.e. students, English-language
teaching staff and subject specialists) regarding the effectiveness of the avail-
able provision?
4. What criteria do the participants (students, English-language teaching staff
and subject specialists) invoke in their evaluation of the in-sessional provision?
Three groups of stakeholders from 167 universities were invited to participate in
this study (with 80 universities opting to participate). Their perceptions of the
effectiveness of the in-sessional programmes offered at their institutions were sub-
sequently elicited. The three groups comprised university students, non-academic
English university lecturers (i.e. subject specialists), and in-sessional staff (course
tutors and in-sessional course managers/coordinators). In addition to perceptions
of effectiveness, information about features of the in-sessional programmes was col-
lected from in-sessional programme Directors of Study in order to present a holistic
impression of in-sessional provision currently offered at British universities.
In this chapter, information regarding how the research was conceived, designed
and executed is provided. As such, the chapter starts with a critical discussion
related to the research paradigm upon which the study is based. It then provides
details regarding the language evaluation model used in the study. Following that,
the design section will provide a detailed account of collection procedures for both
Phase One (i.e. the online survey) and Phase Two (i.e. follow up interviews).
This includes details about and justifications for decisions made regarding sampling,
population and sample size, instrumentation, the pilot study, ethical approval, main
data collection, and data analysis. The chapter will close with notes on combining
the two data sets obtained from Phases One and Two of the study.
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3.2 Philosophical paradigm
Research is a systematic investigation or inquiry in which data collection, analysis
and interpretation is performed in order to ‘understand, describe, predict or control
an educational or psychological phenomenon or to empower individuals in such
contexts’ (Mertens, 2005, p.2). For it to be undertaken effectively, researchers are
required to identify a paradigm in order to shape the trajectory of the research. A
paradigm can be described as a world view, defined as a ‘basic set of beliefs that
guide action’ (Guba, 1990, as cited in Creswell, 2007). It provides a theoretical
framework that has a direct influence on the study in terms of the methodology
adopted and the way in which knowledge is valued and interpreted (Mertenes, 2005;
Bogdan & Biklen, 1998).
The three most common social science paradigms are positivism, constructivism
and pragmatism (Creswell, 2009), each of which will be briefly reviewed here. Ac-
cording to the positivist paradigm, which dates back to the 19th century, the only
truth is that which can be objectively observed and measured; accordingly, the edu-
cational researcher needs to keep their emotions at a remove from the objects of their
study and is only required to empirically justify their stated hypothesis (Johnson and
Onwuegbuzie, 2004). This positivist paradigm, associated with more quantitative
approaches to research methodology, has been impugned by many social scientists,
who argue that social phenomena cannot be investigated without involving the per-
spective of the individuals who shape them (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007).
It is their contention that a more subjective stance is both valid and necessary.
This alternative stance is embodied in the interpretivist/constructivist paradigm,
associated with more qualitative research methods, and according to which the in-
terpretation of a phenomenon is based on the realities assigned to it by individuals.
According to Guba and Lincoln, ‘reality is dependent on the meaning of people in
the society, and such socially constructed reality is ungoverned by any natural laws,
causal or otherwise’ (1989:86). While the positivist paradigm has been criticised
for overlooking the realities assigned by individuals, the constructivist paradigm
has also been criticised for lacking a range of stringent criteria by which to judge
the quality of research undertaken within the paradigm Johnson and Onwuegbuzie
(2004) delineate.
It has been argued that adopting an all-or-nothing approach to paradigms is to ‘ap-
pear to confuse the logic of justification with method’ (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie,
2004). It effectively confines researchers to one or other extreme of a continuum,
preventing them from potentially benefiting from the more eclectic, complementary
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approach associated with the paradigm of pragmatism. Pragmatism encourages or
gives freedom to the researcher to adopt whatever approach they regard as most
likely to answer their research questions. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie assert that,
according to pragmatism, ‘research approaches should be mixed in ways that of-
fer the best opportunities for answering important research questions’ (2004, P.16).
It is a philosophical stance that lays the foundation for mixed-method (quantita-
tive and qualitative) research (Creswell, 2002) and has been referred to as the ‘third
methodological movement’ (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003, p.3) or ‘the third research
paradigm’ (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004, P.15). Pragmatism gained popular-
ity in the mid-20th century, in part as an attempt to reconcile the quantitative-
qualitative dichotomy.
Benefiting from the merits of research strategies represented in both Positivism
and Constructivism, the strength of the pragmatic paradigm is the freedom it affords
to develop a methodological approach that offers the best fit with the goals, rather
than confining the researcher to either an exclusively quantitative or qualitative
methodology (Creswell & Clark, 2001, p.12). It is due to these benefits that the
researcher chose to take a pragmatic stance in investigating the two foci of this
study (characteristics and effectiveness of in-sessional EAP provision). Section 3.4
provides further details on how such a stance informed the research design.
3.3 Language programme evaluation: the context adap-
tive model
As one purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of in-sessional pro-
grammes available at universities across the UK, the first step was to choose a
programme evaluation framework. The evaluation model used in this study was
informed by the context-adaptive model (CAM) formulated by Lynch (1996). As
briefly mentioned in the previous chapter, the adaptive and flexible nature of the
context-adaptive model for language programme evaluation allows for the combina-
tion of methods from both positivist and naturalistic paradigms. Since one aim of
this study was to investigate the effectiveness of current EAP in-sessional provision
across British universities through stakeholders’ perceptions of the provision, and
by collecting data from several sources, CAM model which allows for such trian-
gulation of data was employed. Unlike purely positivistic or naturalistic models to
programme evaluation (e.g. quasi experimental pre-test post-test and responsive
model) CAM allows for collection of both quantitative and qualitative data. In
addition, given that this study aimed at investigating effectiveness of in-sessional
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programmes from a macro perspective, focusing on general features of in-sessional
provision across the sector, the adaptable nature of CAM made this evaluation model
suitable for this study. This framework was therefore used as a guide to shape all
phases of the mixed method research here, and the different stages included in each
phase (Mertens, 2003).
According to CAM, seven steps were defined and used in conducting the in-
sessional programme evaluation. Figure 3.1 provides an overall picture of the steps
taken in this research study by embedding them into CAM.
As is shown in Figure 3.1, the first step in CAM concerns identifying the audience
and goals for the evaluation. This step entails identifying the stakeholders who have
a central interest in the findings of the evaluation because they are somehow affected
by the in-sessional programme. In the case of this study, three primary stakeholders
were identified; namely, university students, subject-specialists, and in-sessional staff
(further information about each of these stakeholders is provided in the following
sections).
In addition to identifying the stakeholders, determining the evaluation goals and
purpose is another component of step one of CAM. This includes specifying reasons
for conducting the evaluation, and the information it will provide. In the case of
this study, this included exploring the stakeholders’ perceptions of the effectiveness
of the in-sessional programmes and the criteria they invoked in their evaluation.
Step two of CAM involves a context inventory which includes characterizing fea-
tures of the programme being evaluated. This evaluation model suggests a checklist
of dimensions of the programme to be defined in the context inventory. The adap-
tive nature of the checklist allows for adaptation and tailoring needed for different
programme settings. Given that this research study was an endeavour to provide a
holistic impression of in-sessional provision currently offered across British universi-
ties, a checklist of general features of the in-sessional programmes was developed in
order to investigate features of this provision. This information was collected from
the in-sessional programmes’ directors. (Details of the checklist and the features in-
vestigated regarding the characteristics of the in-sessional programmes are provided
in section 3.5.3).
Step three consists of a preliminary thematic framework which determines the
focus of the evaluation. This includes conceptualising the programme at hand in
terms of ‘salient issues and themes’ emerging from identifying the audience and the
context (ibid; 6). This framework is then used as a guide in determining the focus of
‘the collection and analysis of evaluation data’ (ibid; 6). In the case of the current
study, a preliminary thematic framework was developed consisting of five evaluation
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Figure 3.1: Language programme evaluation: The Context Adaptive Model (CAM) Taken
from Lynch (1996)
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criteria to investigate the effectiveness of the academic English in-sessional provision.
Section 3.5.3 provides detailed information regarding these scales and how they were
developed.
Once the stakeholders, goals, context and evaluation criteria are defined, the next
step in CAM is to determine data collection design/system. This is done in step four
where questions concerning the type of data to collect and methods for gathering
such data are addressed. As mentioned earlier, in order to benefit from the merits
of both qualitative and quantitative data, this study was conducted within the
pragmatic paradigm using a mixed-method approach. The type of data and methods
of data collection used in this research study are detailed in the following sections.
Data collection and data analysis form steps 5 and 6 of the Context-Adaptive
Model and include determining ‘appropriate conduct of the data-gathering proce-
dures and the interpretation of the results’ (ibid.;7). Details of these steps in the
present study are provided in the remainder of this chapter.
Finally, step seven entails creating an evaluation report. This report should pro-
vide for effective communication of the results with the intended audience. Regard-
ing this PhD research, such a report is provided in the Discussion and Conclusion
chapters. In what follows, detailed information is provided regarding how each of
the steps explained above was used to guide the current research.
3.4 Research design
This research study has been conducted within the pragmatic paradigm in order
to benefit from the merits of both qualitative and quantitative data collection when
addressing the research questions articulated above (Biesta, 2010).
Using a mixed-method approach benefits the current study in different ways. First,
since this study sought to investigate perceptions and attitudes, both quantitative
and qualitative data have been used to avoid any bias that could affect the validity
of results by using only a single-method approach. As suggested by certain theo-
rists (e.g. Creswell & Clark, 2011; Cohen, et al., 2011), the use of a mixed-method
approach facilitates an in-depth conceptualization of perceptions and attitudes. Fur-
thermore, it is often applied to surmount the challenges resulting from using one
data type. In this study, relying solely on the quantitative data would not endow the
research with sufficient data or the analytical subtlety required to wholly address
the research questions. As Creswell and Clark assert, adopting a mixed-method ap-
proach enables a more sophisticated understanding of the same phase of the study. A
further advantage concerns triangulation, which enables the researcher to ‘test’ the
52
consistency of results (Cohen et al., 2007) through comparison and by drawing on
the greater detail offered by two data set types: quantitative and qualitative. In the
case of the current study, a sequential explanatory mixed-method design (Creswell
and Clark, 2007) was adopted, with the quantitative results obtained from the online
survey conducted in Phase One (see Figure 3.2).
Figure 3.2: Research Design for the Current Research Study (Adapted from Creswell,
2009)
The design of the mixed-method procedure selected for this study was influenced
by four aspects, namely timing, weighting, mixing and theorizing (Creswell, 2009).
Regarding the timing, as shown in Figure 3.2, the design used in the study is
sequential, with the QUAN phase preceding the QUAL phase. The decision on
weighting and mixing was based on the research goals and practical considerations
around data collection. One of the drawbacks of the sequential explanatory design
is that data collection can become a lengthy process; it was decided, therefore, to
prioritise one form of data and consider it as the primary data set. In this study,
therefore, the QUAN data was treated as the primary data set and the qualitative
data collected via open-ended items in Phase One was quantified for the final data
analysis. The qualitative data from Phase Two, while not being quantified, was
used to provide any further explanation for the findings based on the quantitative
data in Phase One. Finally, theorizing or transforming perspectives/lens is a factor
in mixed method approach that determines ‘whether a larger theoretical perspective
guides the entire design’ (Creswell, 2009; p.208). These transforming lenses could
be ‘theories, frameworks and hunches [researchers bring] to their enquiries’ and
help shaping ‘the types of questions asked, who participates in the study, how data
are collected, and the implications made from the study’ (ibid). Such theorizing,
Creswell adds, can remain implicit or can be made explicit. As for this study, the
transforming lens − the programme evaluation framework proposed by Lynch (1996)
− is made explicit.
One of the strengths of using this design is expanding the findings from Phase One
by providing a more in-depth investigation of the issues in Phase Two (Morse, 1991,
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as cited in Creswell, 2009). As previously stated, it was determined that a wholly
quantitative or qualitative study would not adequately address the two main foci
of this research, namely characteristics and evaluation of in-sessional academic En-
glish provision. In the case of the evaluation of in-sessional for instance, only using
QUAL research approach would make the study too ‘context-specific’ and resulting
in employing unrepresentative participant (Do¨rnyei, 2007, P.45). Using a mixed
method approach, however, helped cancelling the sampling bias by informing the
QUAL sampling by an initial representative survey (ibid). In addition, considering
the complexity of the concept of effectiveness, ‘converging numeric trends from the
quantitative data [obtained from the survey in Phase One] and specific details from
qualitative data [obtained from follow up interviews in Phase Two]’ allow for ob-
taining a better understanding of the phenomenon under investigation in this study
(ibid). The use of a mixed-method design thus strengthened the research study by
allowing more secure inferences to be made, while providing opportunities for the
collection of a greater quantity of more diverse data (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003).
Regarding the type of mixed-method design used in this research, the separate
phases that make up the sequential explanatory design render the research descrip-
tion, implementation and report more straightforward. Moreover, since the current
study is conducted by a single researcher rather than a research team, the sequen-
tial two-phase structure makes the data collection more feasible as the simultaneous
collection of the quantitative and qualitative data requires the involvement of dif-
ferent researchers and or research assistants who would then be responsible for the
collection of each data set (Creswell and Clarks, 2011).
As mentioned above, since the two types of data are collected independently in a
sequential mixed-method design, concerns may arise in terms of the length of time
needed for data collection. One way to control such a potential limitation was to
prioritise one data type. This meant that the quantitative data collected in Phase
One informed the design of Phase Two, including the sampling and design of the
interview items. Since the sampling for Phase Two was informed by the results of
the data analysis in Phase One, purposive sampling techniques were used to identify
participants for the interviews. According to this method, the selection criteria for
the sample population was informed by the results obtained from the analysis of
the quantitative data set. It should be noted that, according to purposive sampling
techniques, the sampling criteria are more important than the sample size and,
therefore, in the case of this study the same principles applied when determining the
size of the sample population for Phase Two. The sample selection was, then, based
on returning participants and the available resources for this study (e.g. time and
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having a solo researcher). Further information on how the sampling was ultimately
conducted for Phase Two is provided in section 3.7.1. Figure 3.3 summarises the
data collection procedures for both Phase One and Phase Two and the way in which
the two data sets were mixed, with a view to discussing and analysing the findings.
Figure 3.3: Data Collection Procedure Study
3.5 Data collection procedures: Phase One
Regarding the data collection procedures, as mentioned above, two phases were
planned. The first phase focused on both the features and effectiveness of in-sessional
provision. In order to measure effectiveness, an online survey was conducted com-
prising a combination of Likert scales and two open-ended items. The quantitative
data from the Likert scales, as well as the quantified data from the text-based re-
sponses to the open-ended items, were then analysed and the findings used to inform
the data collection for Phase Two (see section 3.7.1 for more details). In addition,
factual information regarding the characteristics of the in-sessional programmes on
offer at HE institutions in the UK was also collected via the online survey, using
multiple-choice and short text-based questions.
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3.5.1 Sampling
This study sought to investigate the characteristics and effectiveness of current
in-sessional provision at the British universities recorded by the Higher Education
Statistics Agency (HESA) as being fit to award degrees. The target population at
the time of data collection (i.e. the 2015/2016 and 2016/2017 academic years) was
167 HE institutions. Three groups of participants from all these institutions were
sent the online survey. The participant groups were as follows:
• Participant group 1 (P1): Students (any student who has used in-sessional
provision at some point during their university education)
• Participant group 2 (P2): Other subject (non-EAP) university lecturers
(i.e. subject specialists)
• Participant group 3 (P3): In-sessional academic English staff (i.e. tutors
and DOSs/coordinators)
Both probability and non-probability sampling procedures were used in this mixed-
method study. As with Phase One, both study foci (i.e. in-sessional characteristics
and the guiding principles informing them, and the perceptions of the stakeholders
regarding the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes and the factors determining
those perceptions) were addressed via an online survey. According to Teddlie and
Tashakkori (2009, p.171), probability sampling involves ‘randomly selecting specific
units or cases so that the probability of inclusion is determinable’. According to
this technique, an equal chance of being involved will be given to ‘each sampling
unit in a clearly defined population’ (ibid, 2009, p. 171). This technique was used
in order to give an equal opportunity to all participants at each of the 167 higher
education institutions. Given that it was not feasible to access participants from
all three groups through similar methods of communication, different methods were
employed to reach a sample population from each group. These methods are sum-
marised below:
The first method was to send an ‘invitation to participate’ email to administra-
tive staff whose email addresses were available on the English language support or
services units’ web pages of each university, requesting that they share the survey
link with their in-sessional staff and students (P1 and P3). To this end, all 167
university websites were recorded in a spreadsheet in alphabetical order. This list
was used to check each website, using certain keywords (e.g. ‘academic English’,
‘in-sessional classes’, ‘English language support’, ‘international student support’) in
order to locate the relevant pages on which such email addresses could be found. As
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well as academic English programme administrators, any contact information for
in-sessional teaching and management staff was also collated where available. An
Excel file was used to create contact lists for in-sessional staff. The spreadsheets
were also used to monitor and track contacting in-sessional administrators, tutors
and managers in each institution. Once these contact lists were created, an invi-
tation email was sent, along with a link to the online survey. The email sent to
the administrators requested that they forward the email to in-sessional staff and
students. The email sent to the in-sessional staff also included a request to share
the email with their current and previous in-sessional students, wherever feasible.
In addition to this method, the BALEAP email list of 1,026 members (at the time
of conducting this research) was also used to reach a wider sample population for
P3, as well as those in-sessional staff who were on this email list but whose contact
information was unavailable online via their universities’ in-sessional course links.
As for the subject specialists participant group (P2), the list of universities’ web-
page links was used to find the relevant email addresses. Since the probability
sampling did not allow control over the number of participants in order to deter-
mine the exact sample population who received an invitation to participate, non-
probability sampling was also used to determine the exact number of the sample
population for each participant group. Consequently, convenience sampling − a
form of non-probability sampling − was used with potential participants based on
the accessibility of their email addresses. For example, in the case of the group 2
participants (i.e. subject specialists), using the list of universities webpage links
alphabetically ordered, those email addresses which took a shorter time to access
online were selected and entered into a spreadsheet to create a contact list. This
meant that only those online resources which did not use spam filters and, there-
fore, allowed the copying of bulk email lists (for subject specialists), were used for
creating the sample population. This process continued until the first target sample
population was met (calculated based on the desired margin of error and 20 per cent
response rate, as explained in detail in the next section). Similarly, as mentioned
above, for participant group 3 (in-sessional staff), any email addresses of in-sessional
tutors and managers/coordinators available on university webpages were inputted in
the contact list spreadsheet. The only difference between the convenience techniques
used for P2 was that, in the case of P3 email addresses, instead of using only those
pages that allowed bulk copying of email addresses, all email addresses provided for
in-sessional staff on academic English programme pages were collected, regardless
of whether they were available for bulk copying or via an individual click. Since
there is no official source (e.g. Higher Education Statistics Agency) indicating the
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exact population of this participant group, the survey link was sent to all potential
participants whose email addresses were available online.
A timeframe was created against which each group’s main invitation email and
follow-up (reminder) emails could be tracked. Following the compilation of initial
email lists, email templates for each group were created, including the main in-
vitation and a reminder email. Emails were sent to each institution individually
in order to address them directly and personalise the message, and to avoid the
message being treated as spam and, therefore, being ignored.
3.5.2 Population and sample size
In order to decide on the sampling for data collection, it was necessary to know
how many respondents were needed in each participant group in order to feel con-
fident that they were sufficiently representative of the population. The first step in
specifying the sample size was to set a margin of error − the positive and negative
deviation allowed on survey results for the sample − based on the desired accuracy
level. In the case of this research, the margin of error (or confidence intervals) for
perceptions of the effectiveness of in-sessionals would be the deviation between the
perceptions of the respondents and the perceptions of the entire population in each
participant group. Considering the limitations of resources (i.e. time and a single
researcher) for data collection in the study and the margin of error (E) deemed
acceptable by survey researchers (between 1% and 10% at the 95% confidence level
(Do¨rnyei, 2003, P.74)), the margin of error was set at 10%. This meant that for
any results obtained from the survey, a 10% margin of error would then mean that
between ±10% of the entire population would have similar perceptions towards the
effectiveness of the in-sessional provision currently on offer in British universities.
The targeted E was set at 95% confidence level (CL). The CL shows how often the
results obtained from the survey lie within the boundaries of the margin of error.
The confidence level chosen suggests that 95% of the time, any results obtained
from the responses of the sample population could be generalised to the entire
population within ±10% E. Based on the set E and CL, the target sample size
(the total number of surveys sent out) and the number of respondents (participants
required to complete the survey) were then calculated. Table 3.1 represents the
information regarding the actual population, the estimated sample population for
three levels of E at 95%, and the response rate required for each.
As illustrated in Table 3.1, for each participant group, first the total population
is presented and then the sample size needed for at least a 20% response rate − the
minimum acceptable rate (Do¨rnyei, 2003, P.76) − and the number of respondents
58
Table 3.1: Population and Sample Size Calculations.
needed for the two target Es at 95% CL are calculated. As with the population of
P1 and P2 (i.e. students and subject specialists), shown in row one, this information
was obtained in the 2015 academic year from the Higher Education Statistics Agency
(HESA2). Regarding the population of group 3, in-sessional staff, unlike the first two
groups, no official statistics were available for use as a source of reference.
The second and third rows show the number of respondents needed within each
participant group in order to be able to generalize the results with ±10% E at 95%
CL, along with the minimum sample size needed for the survey. The forth and the
fifth rows represent the same units but for 5%E within the same CL. As with P3
(EAP in-sessional staff including tutors and course managers/coordinators), since
no documented statistics on the current population of this group could be located,
the estimates for the required number of respondents for both targeted Es and
the corresponding sample populations were calculated according to the information
available for P2. In other words, since it is clear that the population of in-sessional
tutors and managers does not exceed the number of university lecturers in other
subjects (i.e. subject specialists), similar numbers for each targeted response rate
and sample size were considered. Similarly, as there was no statistical source to
provide the exact number of students who have used a type of in-sessional provision
during their academic education in the UK, the minimum set was based on the total
population of all students registered at all degree levels across all HE institutions
in the UK in the 2015/2016 academic year. The estimated number of respondents
and the sample size were calculated using two online sample size calculators, namely
Survey Monkey3 and the Check Marker4.
2Source: https : //www.hesa.ac.uk/stats
3https : //www.surveymonkey.com/mp/sample-size-calculator/
4https : //www.checkmarket.com/sample-size-calculator/
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As with Phase Two, non-probability sampling techniques were used to determine
the sample population for this phase. The sample population for this phase emerged
from Phase One, and was informed by the data collected in this phase. Details
regarding the sampling techniques used in Phase Two are provided in section 3.7.1.
3.5.3 Instrumentation: online survey
The development of the online survey used in Phase One comprised four major
stages: defining the evaluation criteria; developing survey items; selecting the online
survey software to be used for delivery; and piloting the survey. The details of each
stage are provided below.
As with Phase One, the structure and conceptual bases of in-sessional provision
and the perceptions of the stakeholders on its effectiveness were investigated via an
online survey. The first step in developing the research instrument was to define the
variables to be investigated in the study.
In the case of the first research focus (i.e. characteristics of in-sessional provision at
British universities and the guiding principles on which such provision is based), the
CAM checklist/inventory (Lynch, 1996) was used to define features characterising
the in-sessional programmes. 12 features were selected for investigation and were
divided into four categories as follows:
Institutional position
• The provider(s) (e.g. which university units deliver this provision)
• Integration with the degree course (i.e. embedded or non-embedded)
• Course credit contribution (credit-bearing/non-credit-bearing), if any
Programme Design
• The orientation and purpose (EGAP and ESAP)
• The rationale for the syllabus design and materials development
• The timing (the length and the times during the academic year when in-
sessional provision is available to students)
• The method of needs analysis used to tailor programmes according to student
needs
• The nature and extent of collaboration between EAP tutors and subject spe-
cialists
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Characteristics of students and teachers
• The target student cohort (based on registration: home/EU/international,
status, and degree level)
• In-sessional teaching staff (teaching qualification, employment status- full-
time/part time; permanent/temporary, job title, familiarity with specialised
disciplinary knowledge)
Assessment
• The mechanisms used to determine student access to in-sessional provision
• The methods used to assess students’ progression in the programme
These dimensions of in-sessional provision were used to develop survey items.
In order to explore the four categories, 19 questions consisting of multiple-choice
(with ‘other, please specify’ open-ended response options) and text-based items
were developed (see Appendix A). Information on the characteristics of students
and in-sessional tutors was collected via multiple choice/short-response questions in
the demographic information section of the online survey (see below).
In relation to the second focus of this research study (the evaluation of current
academic English in-sessional provision), a set of evaluation criteria was developed
for use in designing the survey items addressing the effectiveness of in-sessional
provision. The first step was to define the evaluation criteria. As mentioned earlier in
the review of research on the effectiveness of EAP provision, most research has taken
a subjective stance in defining effectiveness. In other words, in a majority of studies
participants were asked how they perceived the effectiveness of EAP programmes,
without them being given any evaluation criteria. This study, however, aims to
evaluate effectiveness through a combination of subjective and objective criteria.
In order to define ‘effectiveness’, various sources (discussed below) were consulted,
from which a list of evaluation criteria was drawn up. The idea was that this list
should inform decisions on which items to include in the survey. Using these criteria,
evaluation sub-areas were identified, which were then used to develop Likert-type
items to measure the effectiveness of in-sessional provision. The five evaluation
sub-areas created were as follows:
1. Accessibility of the in-sessionals
2. Adequacy of the provision
3. Position in the institution
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4. Needs Analysis mechanisms used to determine access and programme content
5. Relevance to degree course content
The sources used to identify these sub-constructs were fourfold:
1. EAP guidelines and best practice documents (e.g. BALEAP Accreditation
Guidelines)
2. Other non-research literature on EAP best practice
3. Research literature on EAP programme evaluation
4. Focus groups
What follows is a brief description of each source used to define ‘effectiveness’ for
the purposes of this study and how the five scales above were drawn from these
materials.
3.5.3.1 EAP guidelines and best practice principles
To identify criteria for measuring effectiveness, different documents on academic
English teaching standards and best practice principles in the UK were consulted.
The available documents included the BALEAP Accreditation Scheme Handbook
(2011), the BALEAP Competency Framework for Teachers of English for Academic
Purposes (2008); and the BALEAP Can Do Framework for EAP Syllabus Design
and Assessment (2013)5. Below, a summary is provided of what these documents
entail and how they were used to define the evaluation criteria.
BALEAP Accreditation Scheme Handbook (2011 edition, current at the time this
study was conducted)
The British Association of Lecturers of English for academic purposes (BALEAP)
is a professional body in the UK that provides support for professional develop-
ment for learning, teaching, scholarship and research in EAP. As a part of such
support, BALEAP ‘administers the Accreditation Scheme for English Language
and Study Skills Courses in universities’ (BALEAP, 2011; P.2). The Accreditation
Scheme Handbook provides guidelines for HE institutions who intend to apply for
this scheme. The document summarised the aims of the scheme as follows:
• to further the pursuit of excellence in the teaching of the English language
5These documents can be accessed via:
https : //www.baleap.org/resources/baleap-publications
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• to sustain and improve the academic standards of specialist courses in English,
in particular English for Academic Purposes
• to protect the interests of speakers of other languages who come to Britain to
study English in preparation for higher education or research in the English-
speaking world and enable such students to pursue their studies more effec-
tively
• to ensure that such students and their sponsors receive a high quality of service.
(ibid)
According to the eligibility criteria for the accreditation, the scheme is intended
for ‘any full-time course for international students which is designed to prepare
students with the language and study skills required for higher education or re-
search in the English-speaking world’ (BALEAP, 2011; P.3). Institutions seeking
accreditation are required to provide evidence of meeting the criteria for assess-
ment, namely ‘Management and Administration, Staffing, Resources and Facilities,
Course Design, Teaching and Learning, Assessment, Student Welfare, [and] Course
Evaluation’ (ibid; p.9).
Based on the course eligibility criteria provided above for the scheme (i.e. full-time
courses), the scheme appears to be targeted mainly at pre-sessional and foundation
programmes and to exclude in-sessional provision which necessarily runs on a part-
time basis during term time as a service to international students between their
regular degree lectures and seminars (see, for example, Jordan, 2000). Despite this,
and because there were no other such documents specifically addressing in-sessional
programmes, the BALEAP Handbook was reviewed to see whether it contained any
information that could help in defining effectiveness for in-sessional provision. To
this end, a qualitative content analysis of the assessment criteria used in the hand-
book was conducted. Based on the analysis of the statements for each assessment
criterion, three features were repeatedly referred to as qualities that EAP courses
seeking accreditation needed to reflect in relation to resources and facilities, course
design, and teaching and learning. These were: consideration of students’ needs,
relevance of course content to students’ future academic context, and the provision
of adequate teaching and learning resources. Table 3.2 shows a selection of sam-
ple statements related to each of the three best practice features drawn from the
qualitative content analysis of the assessment criteria.
It should be noted that there have been some amendments both to the eligibility
criteria and assessment criteria in the latest version of the handbook (i.e. Accredita-
tion Scheme (BAS) Handbook-2016). Such differences were observed when a similar
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Table 3.2: Sample Statements Related to the Three Best Practice Features Drawn from
BALEAP Accreditation Scheme Handbook (2011).
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qualitative content analysis was conducted on the document following the data col-
lection stage and as an attempt to keep abreast of the literature in the field. When
analysing the latest edition of the handbook, a significant difference between the
two documents in terms of the eligibility criteria was observed: Instead of full-time
courses designed for international students to help them with the language and study
skills required for higher education in an English-speaking context, the scheme can
now accredit to ‘any course or programme which is designed to prepare students with
the academic literacy and study competence required for further or higher education
or research through the medium of English’ (BALEAP, 2016; p.4). This indicates
that the scheme is no longer limited to full-time courses but includes any courses and
programmes and is not limited to provision aimed only at international students. In
addition, it is no longer limited to English and study skills courses but includes any
courses offering academic literacy and study competence. While these changes to the
eligibility criteria suggest that the scheme has become more inclusive, a re-analysis
of the assessment criteria descriptors showed, however, that such inclusivity was not
reflected in the criteria for accreditation assessment which were condensed to five;
namely, ‘Institutional Context’, ‘Course Management’, ‘Course Design’, ‘Teaching
and Learning’, and ‘Assessment, Evaluation and Progression’. The new list features
a new component, ‘Institutional Context’, in the list of criteria for assessment. This
new criterion concerns the status of the EAP provision within the wider institution.
While this feature was not included in the older edition, such feature was drawn
from the analysis of other materials on EAP best practice principles (e.g. articles
on EAP programme evaluation) and included in the definition of evaluation criteria
for in-sessional EAP provision (please see 3.5.3.2) in this study. As for the analysis
of statements for each assessment criteria, apart from instances of reference to sub-
ject specificity and academic literacy (e.g. ‘using genre-informed syllabus design’,
or ‘explicitly linking course aims and learning outcomes to language and academic
literacy skills’ (BALEAP, 2016; p.17)), most of the content was similar to that of
the older edition. In other words, although there has been a change in the number
of criteria, the criteria themselves and their embedded performance descriptors have
not really changed.
BALEAP Competency Framework for Teachers of English for Academic Purposes
Another publication by BALEAP, the Competency Framework for Teachers of
English for Academic Purposes (2008), provides a ‘description of the core compe-
tencies of a professional EAP practitioner’ and is mainly designed for teachers new to
the field and for EAP teacher trainers to use for professional development purposes
(BALEAP, 2008; p.2). While the document is mainly related to the competencies
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of the EAP tutors, the competencies, nevertheless, ‘reflect best practice as viewed
by experienced practitioners’ (ibid). The competency statements in this document
centre around four areas, namely ‘Academic Practice, ‘EAP students’, ‘Curriculum
Development’ and ‘Programme Implementation’ (ibid; p.3). Following the qualita-
tive content analysis of the document, features similar to two of those drawn from
the BALEAP Scheme handbook were observed. These included relevance of EAP
course content to degree course content and to students’ needs. Table 3.3 shows
sample statements related to the two best practice features drawn from Competency
Framework for Teachers of English for Academic purposes (2008).
Table 3.3: Sample Statements Related to the Three Best Practice Features Drawn from
Competency Framework for Teachers of English for Academic purposes provides (2008).
BALEAP Can Do Framework for EAP Syllabus Design and Assessment
While the competency framework mentioned above was related to EAP teachers’
competencies, the BALEAP Can Do Framework for EAP syllabus design and Assess-
ment (2013) document provides a list of competencies required by students studying
at Master’s level in UK universities. The framework is available to EAP providers
as a basis for EAP syllabuses development, teaching materials development, as-
sessment tasks, and EAP teacher development. The competencies statements are
grouped into four components: writing, speaking, reading and listening, and are
centred around four areas, namely ‘Academic Context’, ‘Academic Discourse’, ‘Dis-
cipline Related’ and ‘Practical Skills’ (ibid; p.1). As the competency areas in the
document and the analysis of the respective statements showed, both generic and
specific academic English skills and competencies were emphasised.
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3.5.3.2 Other non-research literature on EAP best practice
In addition to best practice guidelines provided in the above documents, insights
into best practice were also extracted from relevant non-research articles (i.e. those
not reporting on empirical research). Within this body of literature (e.g. Flowerdew
and Peacock, 2001; Benesch, 2001; Watson Todd, 2003; Hyland, 2006; Alexander et
al., 2008; Hamp-Lyons, 2001), the following features attributed to EAP best practice
were found:
• Teaching needs to be adapted according to students’ academic courses.
• There should be room for students’ involvement in what they are learning and
support for their learning.
• EAP tutors need to be familiar with students’ degree course subject areas.
• Students specific needs should be central to EAP courses.
• Learning outcomes need to be clearly communicated to students in order that
they know what they are working towards.
• There needs to be collaboration between EAP tutors and subject specialists
to create relevance between EAP course content and degree course demands.
3.5.3.3 Articles on EAP programme evaluation
A selection of articles on EAP programme evaluation were also studied to see
what criteria had been used in other research, by the researchers themselves as well
as other stakeholders, to define and assess the effectiveness of EAP provision (e.g.
Cownie & Addison, 2006; Pilchers, 2006; Martalas 2006).
It should be noted that apart from Cownie and Addison’s study, all other studies
found focused on pre-sessional EAP programmes. Reviewing this body of research
showed that the following features were considered as contributors to the effective-
ness of an EAP programme:
• Cooperation between English language tutors and departments
• Sufficient resources (e.g. staffing, relevant teaching materials, and time)
• Consistent rather than occasional and ad hoc EAP provision
• EAP teaching that is relevant to students’ degree course content
• Teaching which help students perform better on their degree courses
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3.5.3.4 Focus groups
Finally, three focus groups, one comprising students, one university lecturers, and
one in-sessional staff (including the researcher herself), were also consulted regarding
what constitutes an ‘effective’ EAP course. Focus group participants were simply
asked the open-ended question: ‘How do you define an effective in-sessional EAP
course?’ Responses collected using an online survey tool (Facebook Free Survey)
were then analysed to see what criteria participants invoked. The three criteria that
emerged were: how accessible in-sessional programmes are to students (i.e. how
well-publicized they are, and whether they are offered to both NNSs and NSs); how
relevant they are to the specific needs of students from different degree levels (i.e.
UG, PG taught and PG research); and how relevant they are to degree course work
and assessment. As one in-sessional tutor commented,
‘an effective EAP course is one which encourages students to tackle univer-
sity course work and assessments with a reasonable amount of confidence and
independence, using appropriate language skills and good research strategies.
It should engage fully with the students’ academic discipline rather than just
go over old ground that the students are already familiar with’.
The criteria that emerged were then added to those acquired from the other two
sources and used to create the evaluation criteria listed below in Table 4.5. These
evaluation criteria shaped the five sub-areas used in the Likert scales which were
then examined through a set of sub-scales. As with the Likert scale used for the
evaluation of in-sessional programmes, it was decided to use a multi-item scale
instead of single items. This meant that for each of the evaluation criteria defined
and used in this study to evaluate in-sessional programmes (see Table 4.5 below),
a cluster of different items that would focus on the same evaluation criterion was
created. As Do¨rnyei suggests, ‘because of the fallibility of single items, there is
general consensus among survey specialists that more than one item is needed to
address each identified content area [here evaluation criterion], all aimed at the same
target but drawing upon slightly different aspects of it’ (2003; p.34). The scores for
each cluster of items would then be summed to gain a composite score for each scale.
This was done based on the assumption that ‘any idiosyncratic interpretation of an
item will be averaged out during the summarisation of the item scores’ (ibid, P.34).
As an example, for the evaluation criterion Adequacy (see Table 4.5), five items were
created to investigate the perceptions of the participants towards the adequacy of in-
sessional provision. Based on the consensus among survey specialists (e.g. Do¨rnyei,
2003), the minimum number of items (statements to which participants would agree
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or disagree) set for each scale was 4. This was to mitigate against having to omit
malfunctioning items during the item analysis in order to increase the reliability of
each sub-area (here items for each evaluation criterion), so that such exclusion of
items does not result in too short or even single item scales. This means that each
sub-area (i.e. evaluation criterion) in the Likert scale in the survey consisted of at
least 4 items. Table 4.5 presents the five evaluation criteria and sub-criteria drawn
from the sources mentioned above to address the second focus of this research study.
Table 3.4: Evaluation Criteria and Sub-criteria.
The five evaluation criteria were then used as evaluation sub-areas and their rel-
evant sub-criteria as multi-items. Having defined each scale, the next stage was to
develop items for each of the five scales. A total of 23 Likert-type items were devel-
oped for the five evaluation sub-areas, with each sub-area having at least 4 items.
In addition to the multi-item scales, 2 open-ended questions were also included to
explore other evaluation criteria and sub-criteria that would determine participants’
perceptions of the effectiveness of the in-sessional (please refer to Appendix B for a
sample copy of the questionnaire with criteria and sub-criteria specified).
The survey consisted of 3 sections: Section 1 (demographic information; see Ap-
pendix D), Section 2 (evaluation of effectiveness; see Appendix C) and Section 3
(characteristics of in-sessionals; see Appendix A). Table 3.5 provides an at-a-glance
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overview of the different sections of the survey, including the targeted constructs
(characteristics and effectiveness), number of items, and participant group(s).
Table 3.5: Survey Sections.
As shown in Table 3.5, Section 1 collected demographic information on partic-
ipants in all three groups using multiple-choice and short text-response items. In
Section 2, both multi-Likert scale items as well as open-ended response questions
were used to measure the perceptions of all three participant groups in relation
to the effectiveness of in-sessional provision offered by their universities, as well as
criteria determining their evaluation. Section 3 of the survey, which targeted only
in-sessional programme directors of study and/or coordinators, investigated charac-
teristics of the provision, including the guiding principles according to which such
in-sessional programmes are designed and implemented.
Following the design and initial piloting of a paper version of the survey (see
further below), online survey software (Survey Gizmo) was selected based on its
functionality and, in particular, its skip logic and import/export functions. These
features were essential as not all items and sections of the survey needed to be
completed by all participant groups. For example, Section 3 of the survey was
only addressed to in-sessional course directors and/or coordinators from participant
group 3. It was therefore essential to use a software package that could lead these
participants to the relevant part(s) of the survey. The design of the survey consisted
of six stages. Figure 3.4 below presents a summary of these stages.
3.5.4 Pilot study
The piloting of the survey comprised an initial and a final stage (Do¨rnyei, 2003).
The initial piloting of the item pool involved:
• asking four individuals − two experts and two non-experts − to provide feed-
back on the items in the pool
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Figure 3.4: Summary of the Procedures for Designing the Online Survey.
• reducing the number of items or amending items based on the feedback
The first stage of the pilot was conducted via brainstorming sessions with two
experts (my first and second supervisors) to elicit general feedback. A paper version
of the survey was also sent to two non-experts (two PhD students from other fields
of study), asking them to:
• mark any items whose wording they found confusing;
• identify any additional evaluation criteria/sub-criteria not evident in the sur-
vey;
• mark any terminology or phrasing that was unclear or ambiguous;
• mark any items they considered redundant; and
• add any other suggestions for improvement.
The final piloting was conducted in two stages, including a ‘pre-testing’ stage
and a ‘main piloting’ stage (Do¨rnyei, 2003). Ten individuals from each participant
group took part in the pre-testing stage with a view to the researcher reflecting on
the following:
• Content coverage (Did anything need to be added to the questionnaire?)
• Content clarity (Was the content clear and understandable?)
• Face validity (Did the survey appear to measure the two research foci?)
• Survey design (e.g. order of items, presentation, convenience)
• Practicality and implementation (Was the survey suitable for online delivery?
How long did it take to complete the survey?)
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After amending the survey based on the feedback obtained from the first piloting
stage, the ‘main piloting’ stage was conducted. This involved 50 (±20) participants
from each group completing the online version of the survey in order to reflect the
conditions of the main study (Do¨rnyei 2003, P.67).
Once piloting was completed, item analysis was conducted using Cronbach’s Al-
pha to check the inter-reliability of multiple Likert-scale items. Following the item
analysis, any items with a negative total correlation were deleted (n=2) from the
test, leaving 23 items to be included in the final version of the questionnaire.
3.5.5 Ethical approval
Prior to conducting the first phase of the study, the ethical dimensions of the
research were considered, and the relevant departmental ethical approval form was
subsequently completed, and the research approved. Consent to participate was
sought from all participants via a consent form presented to the participants in
respect of both the online-survey and the follow-up interviews. As with the online
survey, the consent form was presented on the front page of the online survey, and re-
cipients were given the opportunity to accept or decline the invitation to participate
in the survey. Regarding the interviews, consent was obtained from each interviewee
through a written consent form emailed to them prior to the interview sessions. The
consent form included information regarding the purpose of the research study, the
uses to which the data would be put, the confidentiality with which information
would be treated, and the option to withdraw from the study without any penalty
(Appendix E provides samples of the consent forms used in the study).
3.5.6 Main data collection
The data collection process for Phase One of the study commenced by sending the
initial invitation email according to email lists compiled for each participant group.
Phase-one data collection took approximately six months (May to October 2016).
Despite reaching the first target E, it was decided to keep the survey open until May
2017 in an attempt to achieve a better Margin of Error (i.e. 5%), and, ultimately,
enable more secure generalizations to be made following the analysis of data.
3.6 Data analysis: Phase One
The initial stage in the data analysis consisted of data entry and data clean-
ing. This included identifying partial responses, outliers, missing data in the online
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survey, and cleaning the data accordingly. Following the data cleaning stage, the
remaining data for the three parts of the survey were analysed. Microsoft Excel
2015 and SPSS Statistics 23 for Windows were used to compute all statistical anal-
yses of the quantitative data collected in the study. The analysis of Section 1 of
the survey included descriptive statistics for the nominal data for the demographic
information. Student demographic data collected included:
• information about their field of study
• level and year of study
• registration status (i.e. home/EU and international)
• regional group
• English language knowledge (i.e. first, second or additional language)
• the type of any in-sessional programmes they have attended (i.e. EGAP
and/or ESAP)
• where relevant, their reasons for ceasing to attend these programmes
• their preferred choice of an in-sessional academic English course (EGAP or
ESAP)
In respect of subject specialists, the demographic information collected included
the discipline and degree level they teach as well as familiarity with in-sessional
academic English provision, while for in-sessional tutors, the information collected
included:
• university qualification(s)
• teaching qualification(s)
• job title
• employment status (full-time/part-time, and permanent/temporary)
• familiarity with the discipline content they teach
• the methods used to gain that familiarity
For the analysis of multi-item Likert scales, in Section 2, overall composite scores
among the three participant groups for each of the five evaluation sub-areas were
calculated. These scores were then compared using a statistical test of comparisons
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(ANOVA and Tukey) to discern whether any significant differences existed among
the five overall composite scores. Similar methods were used to compare the com-
posite scores for the five evaluation criteria between and within each participant
group.
MAXQDA 12 was also used to analyse text-based responses in Section 2. To
this end, responses to the two open-ended items were coded, first by using the
pre-determined codes (those featured in the five evaluation criteria and their sub-
criteria) to understand which sub-criteria were re-addressed as criteria determining
the evaluation of the effectiveness of the in-sessional programmes (See Appendix F
for a sample MAXQDA output of category codes as well as coded responses). The
quantified frequencies were used to show particularly influential sub-criteria (On-
wuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003). Following this analysis, any new emerging evaluation
criteria were coded as either new sub-criteria relating to one of the existing five cri-
teria (i.e. accessibility, relevance, position, adequacy, and needs analysis), or to new
criteria (if any). Finally, the analysis of Section 3 of the survey included descriptive
statistics for the nominal data for characteristics of in-sessional provision.
3.7 Data collection procedures: Phase Two
Phase Two involved conducting a set of semi-structured interviews with a sample
population for each of the three participant groups in Phase One. As mentioned
earlier, the inclusion of a qualitative phase in this study was decided on in order
to provide a more detailed picture concerning stakeholders’ evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of in-sessional academic English language provision. To this end, the inter-
view schedule comprised seven sections, each consisting of a number of questions.
These questions were created in an attempt to further ascertain the effectiveness
of in-sessional provision, particularly in relation to the pre-determined evaluation
sub-criteria which were emphasized in response to the open-ended items in Section
2 of the survey, and those which emerged as new sub-criteria. These two sets of
sub-criteria were therefore used to design the survey questions in order to garner
more in-depth information regarding these evaluation criteria.
3.7.1 Sampling
As stated previously, this study used both probability and non-probability sam-
pling techniques. While, in Phase One, participants were selected using both sam-
pling techniques, only non-probability sampling was employed to determine the
sample population for Phase Two. ‘The main goal of [purposive] sampling is to find
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individuals who can provide rich and varied insights into the phenomenon under in-
vestigation so as to maximize what we can learn.’ (Do¨rnyei, 2007, P.126). According
to the purposive sampling selection, criteria should be informed by the quantitative
data set, and the sampling criteria are more important than the sample size. Based
on this, the selection criteria for Phase Two samples were as follows:
• Those participants who responded to at least one open-ended item
• Those who had provided an email address and showed a willingness to partic-
ipate in follow-up interviews
• Participants represented different institutions
All participants meeting the above selection criteria were emailed. Based on those
returning participants who showed willingness to take part in follow-up interviews,
the ultimate sample size was set at 10 participants for each group. This resulted in
a total of 30 participants who were interviewed.
In relation to the student group, all participants were students at postgraduate
taught and postgraduate research degree level with two who had also completed an
undergraduate degree in the UK. The participants were also representative of both
home and international students. Regarding the subject specialists, the participants
were from a range of disciplines teaching at both undergraduate and postgraduate
levels. And finally, the in-sessional staff group consisted of both senior staff (e.g.
director of study and coordinator) and tutors.
3.7.2 Instrumentation: semi-structured interviews
Semi-structured interviews were used in Phase Two of the study. As mentioned
above, the decisions about interview questions and participation selection were made
based on the data collected in Phase One. This included the direction and depth of
the investigation. A preliminary interview schedule was developed for the follow-up
interviews and was amended based on the feedback received in the piloting stage (see
below). Table 3.6 shows the final interview schedule consisting of seven sections and
14 questions, and the corresponding evaluation criteria they intended to address.
As shown in Table 3.6, section 1 consisted of a background question about par-
ticipants encounter with in-sessionals. This question was chiefly asked to set the
‘tone and create initial rapport’ (Do¨rnyei, 2007; p. 137). The rest of the question
in the remaining sections were content question asking about participants’ percep-
tions towards the effectiveness of in-sessionals. Section 2 then addressed the first
evaluation criterion (i.e. accessibility of in-sessional programmes) and consisted of
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Table 3.6: Interview Schedule for Follow-up Semi-Structured Interviews.
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four questions. Each question focused on one sub-criterion relating to the acces-
sibility of in-sessionals. The first related to how awareness of the existence of the
provision can be raised across an institution. The second focused on the delivery
format of these programmes; that is, whether they should be offered on a one-off
basis such as via drop-in sessions which students can utilize whenever they require
support, or in the form of continuous provision via a course, where there is mon-
itoring of students’ progress. Finally, the third and the fourth questions focused
on access to in-sessional provision for home and international students. The second
evaluation criterion (i.e. position of in-sessional programmes within HE institutions)
was investigated in section 3 and through four questions, with a focus on four sub-
criteria: ‘how to raise the status of the provision across an institution’, ‘whether
the in-sessionals should be embedded within degree programmes and/or be credit
bearing’, and ‘whether there should be any collaboration between subject specialists
and EAP specialists in designing and/or delivering such programmes and if any in
what forms’. Relevance and adequacy were also investigated in the sections 4 and
5 respectively. While the former criterion investigated the relevance of in-sessional
programme content to students’ degree courses, the latter focused on the adequacy
of resources provided to and by in-sessionals. Finally, the needs analysis methods
adopted by in-sessional programmes was also investigated via one question in section
6. Section 7 entailed the final question eliciting any further information regarding
the evaluation of in-sessional provision.
3.7.3 Pilot study
Following the development of the initial interview template, the draft was piloted
before the main data collection in Phase Two. Using participants’ responses and
feedback forms in the pilot stage, the instrument was evaluated and revised for the
main study. The piloting procedure in this phase resembled that used in Phase
One, with an initial stage in which two experts and two non-experts were consulted,
and a main stage consisting of a representative of the sample population targeted
in Phase Two.
3.7.4 Main data collection
As with the data collection in Phase One, preparations were made before the
main data collection commenced. This included extracting and creating a list of
contacts’ information from the survey, preparing an invitation email template and
sending invitation emails, arranging interviews with participants based on their pref-
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erences regarding the time and mode (in-person, over the phone or via Skype), and
identifying the final number of participants from each group (See Appendix G and
Appendix H for the interview arrangement methods and procedures). Ultimately,
it was agreed to interview all participants via Skype as a majority of them were
based in different regions across the UK and it was not feasible, therefore, for the
researcher to conduct in-person interviews with each and every participant.
3.8 Data analysis: Phase Two
The qualitative data analysis (Do¨rnyei, 2007) was used to analyse data collected in
Phase Two of the study. The data analysis procedures started with the transcription
of all interview responses, and continues with the coding of the responses and finally
ended with comparing and mixed the coded data with the first set of data to draw
final conclusions.
As for transcribing the data, all audio files recorded using Skype recording feature
were transferred to MAXQDA 12 and transcribed using the software’s media player.
By turning the transcription mode on, rewind interval, volume and playback speed
were adjusted, and the audios were transcribed in the Document Browser. Once the
transcription ended for each audio file, it was saved and filed in the relevant folders
(e.g. participant group responses) in the programme where they could be accessed
again for the coding stage.
The following step consisted of coding the transcribed data. The coding started
with testing the existing evaluation sub-criteria related to the five evaluation criteria
used in Phase One (i.e. Accessibility, Adequacy, Position, Needs Analysis, and
Relevance). To do this, a categorization matrix (aka code template or code manual)
was developed to code the data, based on the existing categories (Do¨rnyei, 2007).
Since one major purpose of this study was to investigate criteria determining the
evaluation of the in-sessional programme by each of the three participant groups
examined in the study, a structured matrix was used once to select the aspects of
the data that fit the categorization (i.e. the evaluation criteria and sub-criteria used
in Phase One), and once to choose those that did not fit the categorization frame
in order to allow for the emergence of new criteria to be used for the evaluation
of in-sessional academic English provision (See appendix I for a sample MAXQDA
output of category codes as well as coded responses). Once all the data was coded,
they were then compared and mixed with the first set of data for final interpretations
and conclusions.
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3.9 Mixed-method data analysis
The mixed method analytical strategies used in this study comprised ‘Data trans-
formation’ and ‘Category development’ (Do¨rnyei, 2007). As for data transformation,
all the qualitative data collected in Phase One via the open-ended items in the survey
were quantified using a number count and then compared to the quantitative data
set. Based on this, the coded data (using the pre-existing evaluation criteria) was
analysed by counting the number of times an evaluation sub-criterion (pre-existing
or new) occurred. MAXQDA 12 was used to generate these quantitated reports.
The quantitated frequencies were used to show particularly influential sub-criteria
(Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie 2003) referred to by participants in their evaluation of the
effectiveness of in-sessional provision. Given the smaller sample size of the group in
Phase Two (N=30) compared to the text-based responses collected in Phase One
(N=337), the qualitative data from Phase Two was not quantified; instead, it was
used to provide any further explanation for the findings in Phase One.
Category development data coding was used to analyse the qualitative data ob-
tained from responses to interview questions. To this end, a templated of codes was
created using ‘salient variables relevant to the target phenomenon’ (Do¨rnyei, 2007;
p.273). In the case of this study, these salient variables consisted of any recurring
evaluation sub-criteria as well as new evaluation sub-criteria emerging from partici-
pants responses to the two text-based items in the online survey. These sub-criteria
were subsequently used to create a ‘template of codes’ or a ‘code manual’ (Crabtree
and Miller, as cited in Do¨rnyei, 2007). Unlike common coding procedures in quali-
tative data analysis which starts with an inductive analysis of data for the emergent
of codes, in this method, the qualitative data analysis starts with a code manual
(ibid). Using this method, the qualitative data collected in Phase Two was coded
first using the preconceived categories (i.e. evaluation sub-criteria) from Phase One,
and then based on any emerging codes.
Chapter 4 provides a detailed analysis of the data collected in phases one and two
of this study.
3.10 The researcher’s reflexivity
Since the present study employed a mixed method approach, with a qualitative
phase consisting of interviews, the remainder of this chapter provides an account of
the researcher’s reflexivity on developing and conducting interviews in the qualita-
tive phase.
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The researcher’s reflexivity is defined as “the process of a continual internal di-
alogue and critical self-evaluation of the researcher’s positionality as well as active
acknowledgment and explicit recognition that this position may affect the research
process and outcome” (Berger, 2015; p.220). Reflexivity is a central component to
qualitative research and considers the researcher as “a central Figure who influences,
if not actively constructs, the collection, selection and interpretation of data” (Fin-
lay, 2002, P.212). In this sense, the research is considered as a joint effort between
participants and the researcher, or as Finlay (2002) asserts, “co-constituted, a joint
product of the participants, researcher and their relationship” (p. 212). As an in-
terview is a product of meaning created between an interviewee and an interviewer,
it is important for the researcher to share their background. What follows then
provides some background to the researcher, in her voice, as an attempt to unpack
the researcher’s positionality in the research and how such positionality affected the
research process and the research outcomes.
3.10.1 Researcher Background
At the time I commenced this study, I was a novice researcher who had mainly con-
ducted quantitative research in language testing and had recently employed mixed
methods research in my MA dissertation study. The mixed method I had used pre-
viously consisted of listening test scores and participant’s perceptions of the test
collected via an exit questionnaire, including open-ended items. My only previ-
ous experience of conducting interviews was therefore limited to the pilot study I
conducted prior to the main data collection for this research study.
In addition to being a researcher, I completed this study playing two other roles
which I believe affect my positionality as a researcher. At the time I started my PhD
study I had just completed a Master’s programme in Applied linguistics and TESOL
as an international student at Warwick. I had also just experienced working as an
EAP tutor on a pre-sessional course for the first time in the UK (I had previously
taught EAP in EMI contexts).
It was when I started teaching on the pre-sessional course that I became aware
of in-sessional programmes as a result of having to write end-of-course reports for
receiving departments in which I was required to state whether or not I recommended
attendance of in-sessional classes as optional or compulsory. I later noticed that
similarly some other classmates, most of whom native speakers of English or highly
proficient users of English, from the MA programme were not aware of the existence
of such programmes. This was despite the fact that in our informal conversations
there were several occasions in which some classmates admitted that they were not
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familiar with writing conventions of the discipline and in the case of one of them, who
was from a non-social science background, they mentioned that they struggled to
write some of the assignments as they did not feel they had yet developed academic
literacy in the field. As for me, despite being an experienced English teacher with
a previous MA in TESOL and CELTA and DELTA (module 1) qualifications, I
come from a higher educational background where assessment is predominantly
exam based, rather than essay based, and consequently I was unfamiliar with local
academic writing conventions for essay writing. Despite such needs, when assessed
for our EAP needs at the beginning of the MA programme and via a trial assignment,
all those classmates who were native speakers of English or proficient users of the
language (including me) were considered as confident users of English with no need
for EAP support. Once I became familiar with in-sessional EAP programmes at
Warwick, I felt that the EAP needs of more proficient users of English were somehow
overlooked by EAP providers in this institution.
I, therefore, strived to learn more about in-sessional provision via informal chats
with friends who had attended in-sessional classes. Many of them referred to in-
sessional classes as generic and similar to their English exam preparation classes,
such as IELTS writing classes, with no relevance to their degree course demands,
resulting in them dropping out. This verdict was also echoed in later conversations
I had with my colleagues both at Warwick and other universities who had worked as
tutors on in-sessional programmes. These informal conversations, first at Warwick
and later beyond, initiated the proposal of the present study.
3.10.2 Development of the interviews
Considering my multidimensional positioning towards the study, and the impact
I could have on participants’ responses to interview questions, I took measures
to mitigate the risk of influencing participants’ responses and not dominating the
interviews. In doing so, I tried as much as possible to focus on asking questions,
not sharing my views, and not responding to interview questions myself. As I
used semi-structure interviews, the questions and prompts I asked were from the
interview schedule, as well as from the participants’ responses to questions. These
questions were written down in a word document which I could read from in my
laptop screen during the Skype interviews. Despite all such measures, there were
yet some unexpected challenges and outcomes.
The first challenge stemmed from the relationship formed between me and each
participant group. As for my relationship to the participants, both in my partic-
ipation invitation emails and during the interviews I introduced myself as a PhD
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student who is also an EAP tutor. Introducing myself as an EAP tutor meant
that many participants, particularly from the student and subject specialist groups,
regarded me as an internal investigator and stated that they appreciated the fact
that their voices had been sought in relation to the effectiveness of in-sessional pro-
vision. While such positioning did not create any major challenge with these two
groups, there were times when the interview seemed as Q and A interviews with
short responses and little elaboration on responses provided. While I used the semi-
structured interview format, one with ‘pre-prepared questions and prompts’, I still
needed to keep the format ‘open-ended’ so that I could encourage participants to
elaborate on the topics discussed in an ‘exploratory manner’ (Drnyei, 2007; P.136).
While I asked the same questions of all participant groups, I noticed that I had
to refer to prompts with students and subject specialist groups more often than I
needed to with the in-sessional tutors who tended to consider me as a colleague and
were interested to exchange experiences of their EAP teaching in their institution
with that of mine at Warwick.
Although the in-sessional staffs’ willingness to elaborate on their responses re-
sulted in collecting rich data for the study, at times this could become a challenge
as the interview time often exceeded 30 minutes (the set time for the interview).
Upon reflecting on my initial observation of such cases, I decided to tell participants
at the beginning of the interview session that the last question is open-ended and
they can share any other points and/or issues related to their experience with in-
sessional provision as well as questions they may wish to ask, and that we could
extend the interview time as necessary. While such unexpected developments re-
sulted in me responding to some participants’ experiences more than I had antici-
pated and extending the interview on occasions - in one case to 60-minutes - I felt
it was important to provide the opportunity to exchange experiences rather than
to adhering strictly to the standard interview protocols, for it enabled me to elicit
more in-depth responses in relation to the research enquiry at hand.
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Chapter 4
Results
4.1 Introduction
As mentioned in the previous chapter, this study aimed to investigate the char-
acteristics and conduct an evaluation of current academic English in-sessional pro-
grammes offered across universities in the UK. To this end, a mixed method ap-
proach was employed to explore these two aspects of the in-sessional programmes
both quantitatively and qualitatively. The first phase of the study investigated
the characteristics and effectiveness of in-sessional programmes using an online sur-
vey disseminated among three groups of participants, namely in-sessional staff (i.e.
tutors and programme/course managers/coordinators), subject specialists and in-
sessional students across 167 British universities. The data collected in this phase
was mainly quantitative except for a set of short, text-based responses to two open-
ended items at the end of the online survey. In what follows, a summary of the
quantitative and qualitative data collected via the online survey- will be provided.
Following the first phase, a follow-up complementary qualitative phase was also
included to further investigate the data derived in Phase One through conducting
semi-structured interviews with 10 representatives from each of the three participant
groups mentioned above. An account of the data collected in this phase will follow
the report of the quantitative results presented in this chapter. The chapter will end
with a summary of both the quantitative and qualitative data and will be followed
by a discussion of the mixed results in the Discussion and Conclusion chapters.
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4.2 Phase One-online survey
This section provides a report on the descriptive statistics conducted for the data
collected in Phase One of this study. It begins by reporting on the response rate for
the survey and explains how the target margins of error, set as 10% and 5% at 95
CL, were achieved. The report then continues with a summary of results obtained
from the descriptive analysis of the data collected in Section 1 of the survey (the
participant demographic information). Descriptive statistics for Section 3 of the
survey, investigating characteristics of in-sessional provision, will then be provided.
Following that, a report of the descriptive statistics for the responses to the survey
(evaluation of the provision) will be presented. This includes a report on the overall
effectiveness score as well as composite scores for five multi-item evaluation scales
used to measure the effectiveness of the academic English in-sessional provision;
namely, Accessibility, Adequacy, Position, Relevance, and Needs Analysis Mecha-
nisms. The section will conclude with a presentation of the descriptive statistical
results of the responses to the two open-ended items in the survey.
4.2.1 Response rate
The analysis of results commenced with an analysis of the first set of data from
Section 1 of the survey (demographic information). To this end, first the informa-
tion regarding the response rate among all groups as well as each individual group
was analysed to check the margin of error for each of these groups in the sample
population. Figure 4.1 shows the distribution of response rates among the three
participant groups.
As seen in Figure 4.1, the response rates among the three participant groups are
very similar, with P3 being slightly higher than the other two groups. Participants
were from 80 of the 167 higher education institutions invited to take part in the
online survey, and for each of the 80 universities at least two of the targeted group
types (i.e. students, subject specialists and in-sessional staff) completed the survey.
This means that in some institutions one participant from each of the three partic-
ipant groups completed the survey while in others one from only two participant
groups completed it. In total, 603 participants submitted the survey. However, after
data cleaning and discounting partially completed responses, the total number of
participants who completed the entire survey was 457.
Following the analysis of the response rates, information regarding the number of
complete responses received for Section 1 (demographic information) and Section
2 (evaluation of effectiveness) for each participant group was compiled. Table 4.1
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Figure 4.1: Response Rates Based on Participant Category
shows the response rate for each group.
Table 4.1: Number of Responses Received per Participant Group.
As shown in Table 4.1, all three participant groups achieved the response rate
required to reach a 95% CL margin of error, and the achieved E was the first target
margin (i.e. 10% (CI :95%). This means that the second target margin of error (i.e.
5% at 95 CL) was not reached; however, the achieved E was between 8% and 10%
(CI :95%).
4.2.2 Participants’ demographic information
P1 (Students): Student demographic data collected included information about
their field, level and year of study, registration status (i.e. home/EU and inter-
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national), regional group, and English language knowledge (i.e. first, second or
additional language). A summary of this data is presented in Figure 4.2.
Figure 4.2: Students DI: Field, Level, and Year of Study
As shown in Figure 4.2, students from five fields of study (i.e. humanities, social
sciences, natural sciences, formal sciences, and professions and applied sciences)
took part in the survey. Of these, the social sciences produced the highest number
of respondents and the formal sciences the lowest number. In terms of participation
by level of study, as Figure 4.2 illustrates, the distribution was 51%, 26% and 22% for
PhD, undergraduate and MA/MSc students respectively. Finally, the information
displayed in the figure shows participants are from a range of study years. In
terms of student registration status (see Figure 4.3), almost half of the respondents
belonged to the European cohort (with half of these classified as home and half as
EU students), while the other half were distributed among other regional groups
(i.e. Asian, North American, South American, African and Middle-Eastern) and
classed as international students. A similar distribution is observed in terms of
participants’ status of English, with half of the respondents classifying themselves
as users of English as an additional language and the other half as users of English
as either a first or second language.
As well as the background information reported above, further information was
collected regarding their attendance of in-sessional programmes, their reasons for
ceasing to attend these programmes (if any), and their preferred choice of an in-
sessional academic English course (EGAP or ESAP). This information is presented
in Figure 4.4.
As with attendance of academic English in-sessional programmes, as shown in
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Figure 4.3: Students DI: Registration, Regional Group, and English Knowledge
Figure 4.4: P1-1:in-sessional Attendance
Figure 4.2, the majority indicated that they had attended a form of general academic
English support while only 14.6% indicated that they have attended an in-sessional
designed specifically for their degree course. Although further data sets needed to be
analysed at this stage of the study, it could be assumed that the ESAP in-sessional
format is less common − a likely explanation for the low percentage of attendees for
specific in-sessional programmes.
Regarding the reasons for ceasing to attend (i.e. attrition) any such programme,
the two main reasons were related to time constraints (i.e. their regular course
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workload leaves students with no extra time to attend such programmes) and the
lack of relevance of the content of the in-sessional classes to their degree courses.
Given that the majority of students had attended EGAP in-sessionals, it is perhaps
to be expected that they should find the content lacking relevance to their degree
course content (Lobo & Gurney, 2014). In addition to the three reasons shown in
Figure 4.4, multiple other reasons for ceasing to attend in-sessionals were referred
to by participants, namely:
• Course content [is] below my needs in terms of level [of English]
• English classes were not required [compulsory]
• I no longer needed those
• Repetition of things I already knew but found [it] difficult to apply [to my main
course]
• There’re a lot of internships out of campus in my second year. Can’t attend
the English course any more
• The course stopped
• I attended before my PhD during my MSc and it did not help me so much, it
didn’t feel it was[worth] the time spent on it
• No courses in which I was interested
• Prefer learning out of sit-in classes
• Students who attended the in-session course say it’s not that helpful and it
turned out to be true
In summary, when given a choice, students appear to prefer English for specific
academic purposes (ESAP) to English for general academic purposes (EGAP) in-
sessional provision. Such findings suggest that relevance to discipline content is one
determining factor in students’ decision to attend in-sessional classes or not.
P2 (Subject specialists): Similar to the P1 group, the demographic informa-
tion for P2 (subject specialists) was also analysed. This information includes data
regarding their discipline, the degree level they teach, and their familiarity with
in-sessional academic English provision. These data are presented in Figures 4.5,
4.6, and 4.7.
Regarding the range of disciplines, a wide range was observed, with Law, Psychol-
ogy, Education, and Chemistry being particularly well represented among survey
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Figure 4.5: Subject Specialists DI-1: Range of Subject Specialists’ Disciplines
Figure 4.6: Subject Specialists DI-2: Degree Level Teaching
participants. Figure 4.5 shows this range as a word cloud (see Appendix J for a
full list of disciplines and the number of participants from each).
Similarly, participants were teaching and or supervising at a wide range of degree
levels from teaching at the undergraduate level to supervising PhD students.
In terms of their familiarity with EAP in-sessional provision, almost half of the
participants considered themselves to be familiar with provision (see Figure 4.7).
P3 (In-sessional Staff): Finally, and as with P3 (EAP in-sessional tutors and
EAP in-sessional directors of studies/coordinators), the demographic information
was only collected from the in-sessional teaching staff as this information would
form a part of the context inventory (i.e. characteristics of in-sessional teaching
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Figure 4.7: Subject Specialists DI-3: Familiarity with In-sessional Provision
staff). This information included their university qualification(s) and teaching qual-
ification(s), as well as their job and their employment status. Summaries of this
information are presented in Figure 4.8.
Figure 4.8: In-sessional Tutors DI-1 & 2: Teaching & University Qualifications
Regarding the qualifications of the in-sessional tutors, the demographic informa-
tion revealed that the majority (68%) of in-sessional teaching staff hold a postgrad-
uate degree − either an MA or PhD in English language or a cognate subject (e.g.
English, applied linguistics, TESOL) − with half holding a non-ELT undergraduate
degree. In addition, half of the tutors indicated that they hold at least one type
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of teaching qualification, including CELTA, DELTA, and non-ELT (e.g. PGCE)
teaching qualifications.
In relation to job title and employment status, different titles were used to refer
to in-sessional teaching staff, with ‘in-sessional (EAP) tutor’ as the most common
one. Other titles mentioned by the participants included:
• Academic Writing Tutor
• English Language Tutor
• One-to-One tutor
• Lecturer-Linguistics
• Teaching Fellow
• EAP lecturer
The diversity of titles used to refer to the activity of EAP teaching across differ-
ent institutions is notable. In terms of the employment status of the in-sessional
tutors, as shown in Figure 4.9, 78% of tutors are on permanent contracts with 57%
employed full-time. The rest are on temporary (full-time or part-time) and hourly
paid contracts.
Figure 4.9: In-sessional Tutors DI-3: Employment Status
In addition to this set of data, information was collected regarding in-sessional
tutors’ familiarity with the discipline content they teach and the means by which
they acquire such familiarity. Figures 4.10 and 4.11 present this additional data.
As the information in Figure 4.10 shows, the average familiarity score is 3.87.
91
Figure 4.10: In-sessional Tutors DI-4: Familiarity with the Discipline Content (if you
teach/have taught subject specific English)
Figure 4.11: In-sessional Tutors DI-5: Ways of Gaining Familiarity with the Discipline
Content They Teach
Regarding the ways in which they familiarize themselves with the subject area
in which they teach academic English, as Figure 4.11 shows, nearly 70% referred
to self-study as a way of gaining familiarity with discipline content. Two other
common ways of doing so were through a relevant job and through completing a
relevant degree and/or training. Other ways of acquiring familiarity with discipline-
specific content that were mentioned included:
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• learning from students
• researching departmental teaching materials and documentation
• attending the lectures in main degree courses
• learning from students’ degree course written work
• seeking assistance from academic lecturers
4.2.3 Evaluation of In-sessional effectiveness: Likert scale results
− survey section 2
Following the descriptive data collected in Section 1 of the survey (demographic
information), the data obtained through Likert Scales and open-ended items in
section 2 of the survey (the evaluation of the in-sessional provision) were analysed.
These sets of data are presented in two sections: Likert scale results, and text-based
responses.
The reliability analysis of the survey questionnaire yielded an overall Cronbach
of 0.88, indicating an acceptable level of the reliability of the instrument. The
reliability values for the five effectiveness sub-scales for Accessibility, Position, Needs
Analysis Mechanisms, Relevance, and Adequacy were 0.81, 0.82, 0.83, 0.81, and 0.82
respectively.
The first set of descriptive statistical analysis entailed the frequency distribution
for participants’ responses to section 2 of the survey (i.e. evaluation of in-sessional
programmes).
In relation to participants’ evaluation of in-sessional programmes, the descriptive
analysis of participants’ responses to the Likert-scale items used in the online sur-
vey indicated that the negative and the positive perceptions towards the overall
evaluation of the academic in-sessional programmes were equally distributed, with
(50%) below and 50% above the mean. While such findings suggest that, overall,
the evaluation of in-sessionals by the three participating groups is not significantly
positive or negative when it comes to participants’ views on individual aspects of
the effectiveness of the provision (i.e. Accessibility, Adequacy, Position, Relevance
and Needs analysis mechanisms of the in-sessional programmes), mixed results were
observed.
Regarding the Likert Scales used for the evaluation of in-sessional programmes, the
descriptive analysis of participants’ responses to all five evaluation criteria indicated
that, apart from the overall composite score (comprising the scores from all three
participant groups) for the Accessibility scale (i.e. 4.31), the overall composite score
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for all four other scales fell below the rating scale median (i.e. 3.5). Figure 4.12
shows the overall composite score for each of the five evaluation criteria.
Figure 4.12: Overall Composite Score for the Five Evaluation Criteria.
In order to examine whether the differences between the composite scores of each
of the five scales were significant, a one-way ANOVA test of comparison was con-
ducted and indicated a statistically significant difference between the five composite
scores for the five effectiveness constructs mentioned above (F (3,1397) = 75.93, p
= .000). A Tukey post-hoc test revealed that Accessibility was perceived signifi-
cantly more positively by all participants than the other four constructs. Another
statistical difference was observed between Adequacy and Position, with Position
being perceived significantly more positively than Adequacy. No significant dif-
ferences, however, were observed among Adequacy, Relevance and Needs Analysis
mechanisms, leaving the three with the lowest scores as the least positively perceived
constructs.
In addition to the overall composite scores for each of the five evaluation criteria,
composite scores of each individual scale for each participating group were also
calculated separately. As seen in Figure 4.13, similar to the overall composite score,
the composite score for the Accessibility scale is above the mean for all participant
groups.
In the case of the Position and Needs Analysis scales, however, mixed results were
observed between the groups. As seen in the figure, while the Position composite
score for in-sessional tutors fell below the mean (3.06), the Position scores for stu-
dents and subject specialists were above the mean: 3.58 and 3.60 respectively. The
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Figure 4.13: Composite Scores for the Five Evaluation Criteria for each Participant Group.
Needs Analysis composite scores, on the other hand, were below the mean for both
the in-sessional staff (2.96) and the subject specialists (3.27), with only that of the
students being above the mean (3.75). While mixed results were observed regarding
Position and Needs Analysis composite scores among the three groups, the scores
for the two remaining scales (i.e. Relevance and Adequacy) were all below the mean
for all three participant groups.
In order to examine whether the differences between the composite scores of each
of the five scales were significant among the three participant groups, a series of
one-way ANOVA tests of comparison were conducted. None of the five tests (a
comparison test among the three groups per scale) yielded a significant difference
except in relation to Position. According to this test of comparison, there was a
statistically significant difference (ANOVA (F (2,7.89) = 75.93, p = .000) among
the three groups in terms of their Position composite scores. A Tukey post hoc test
revealed that the Position composite score for the in-sessional staff was significantly
lower than that of the students and the subject specialists. The Partial eta-squared
(η2) of 0.04, however, showed a small effect size (Cohen, 1988) suggesting that,
although the in-sessional staff seem to be the least satisfied with how in-sessional
provision is positioned within universities, this was only to a small extent. Further
discussion on these findings will be provided in the Discussion chapter.
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4.2.4 Evaluation of in-sessional effectiveness: results of text-based
responses(See Appendix K and Appendix L for sample re-
sponses)
In addition to the Likert Scale multi-items featured in Section 1 of the evaluation
section, there were two open-ended items, one asking participants about their per-
ceptions of the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes, and the other asking them
to define effective in-sessional academic English provision.
Open-ended item 1: Overall, is the academic English in-sessional provision available
in your institution effective? What factors need to be considered to make it more
effective?
Regarding the first text-based item, the question consisted of two parts. The first
part which was in the form of a multiple-choice item with three options (yes, to some
extent, and no) asked about participants’ overall evaluation of in-sessional provision
in their institution (i.e. Overall, do you think the academic English support offered
at your institution is effective? ). The descriptive analysis of the responses to this
part showed that, in all three groups, at least half of the respondents perceived the
in-sessional provision as ‘to some extent’ effective. Fewer than 20% perceive the
provision as not effective. Figure 4.14 provides further details.
The second part to this question was an open-ended item asking about factors
that can make in-sessional programmes more effective (i.e. ‘What factors need to be
considered to make this provision more effective?’). The text-based responses were
analysed using the existing evaluation criteria and their sub-criteria to see which
of them were referred to by participants. In addition, new emerging evaluation
criteria or sub-criteria not accounted for in the pre-existing coding system were
also reported. Table 4.2 shows descriptive statistics for the frequency of existing
evaluation criteria and sub-criteria in the text-based responses (N = 247), as well
as any new emerging criteria.
Open-ended item 2: How would you define effective in-sessional provision? You
can respond in single words, phrases or sentences.
Finally, and as with the last open-ended item asking participants to provide a
definition of an effective in-sessional programme, the descriptive analysis conducted
shows the response rate for this item across the three groups. Table 4.3 provides
information regarding the number of responses, per participant group, to this text-
based item.
The word frequency query analysis − including words with similar stems and
synonyms− of the 186 responses to those questions asking about factors contributing
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Table 4.2: In-sessional Effectiveness: Recurring and New Scales (N = 274).
Table 4.3: Number of Responses Received from Each Participant Group.
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Figure 4.14: Overall Perception of Effectiveness.
to the effectiveness of an in-sessional programme, revealed that certain features were
more frequently referred to as determining factors than others. Figure 4.15 displays
a word cloud where frequently occurring words appear in larger fonts. Among the
top 100 most frequent words, the top three were ‘students’, ‘needs’ and ‘support’.
Table 4.4 shows the word frequency query analysis results for these words.
As seen in Table 4.4, around 73% of participants considered students and their
needs to be the most important factors in defining an effective in-sessional pro-
gramme (as sample responses were taken from the co-text of each word, there is
some overlap in the sample responses for each of the five words shown in the table).
Following these words, ‘support’ and ‘subject’ and ‘specific/academic’ were the next
most frequent words found in the responses.
The frequency analysis conducted also showed the most frequently occurring words
include ‘subject’, ‘specific’, ‘level’ and ‘support’. The Tree Map shown in Figure 4.16
displays up to 100 words as a series of rectangles, where frequently occurring words
appear within larger rectangles.
Figure 4.16 shows the frequently occurring words in relation to ‘students’ and
‘needs’ as well. Sample responses in Table 4.4, show how these words formed a
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Figure 4.15: Frequently-Occurring Words in Defining an Effective In-Sessional Pro-
gramme.
Figure 4.16: Tree Map of Frequently Occurring Words.
response specifying factors determining the effectiveness of in-sessional provision.
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Table 4.4: Top Five Most Frequent Words and Their Similar Words Used in Defining an
Effective In-Sessional Programme.
4.2.5 The characteristics of in-sessional provision
The final section of the online survey was dedicated to investigating features of
in-sessional provision and was addressed to in-sessional course managers and coor-
dinators. One focus of this research study was to investigate features of in-sessional
provision across universities in the UK. As shown in the previous chapter, in order
to investigate these features and the guiding principles on which provision is based,
an inventory of relevant features that characterize these programmes was created.
These were as follows:
Institutional position
• The provider(s) (e.g. which university units deliver this provision)
• Integration with the degree course (i.e. embedded or non-embedded)
• Course credit contribution (credit-bearing/non-credit-bearing), if any
Programme Design
• The orientation and purpose (EGAP and ESAP)
• The rationale for the syllabus design and materials development
• The timing (the length and the times during the academic year when in-
sessional provision is available to students)
• The method of needs analysis used to tailor programmes according to student
needs
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• The nature and extent of collaboration between EAP tutors and subject spe-
cialists
Characteristics of students and teachers
• The target student cohort (based on registration: home/EU/international,
status, degree level)
• In-sessional teaching staff (teaching qualification, employment status − full-
time/part time; permanent/temporary, job title, familiarity with specialised
disciplinary knowledge)
Assessment
• The mechanisms used to determine student access to in-sessional provision
• The methods of assessment of students’ progression in the programme
The final section of the online survey was dedicated to investigating the char-
acteristics of provision and was addressed to in-sessional course managers and co-
ordinators. Nearly a third of in-sessional providers across the 167 HE institutions
contacted completed the survey. The four aspects of in-sessional programmes shown
above were investigated and a summary of the analysis of the responses to questions
in Section 3 of the survey is provided below.
Type of in-sessional: Regarding the orientation of in-sessional provision −
whether it offers general academic English or subject-specific academic English −
the analysis of the responses revealed that nearly half of the institutions surveyed
offer general English and discipline-specific in-sessional programmes.
The other half, however, cover only one of the two types. Figure 4.17 provides
a summary of this data. As is shown in this figure, while more than half of the
institutions claimed that they offer either EGAP or ESAP in-sessional provision,
nearly 44% claimed to offer both general and specific academic English.
Integration with and credit contribution to degree courses: Regarding
embedding in-sessional provision in degree courses/programmes and its credit con-
tribution, the results show that 47% of the universities offer embedded in-sessional
programmes while 31% indicated that they offer non-embedded in-sessionals and
22% a combination of embedded and non-embedded, depending on the target de-
gree level (they did not, however, indicate how this is done). Figure 4.18 provides
a summary of this data.
Timing: Regarding when in an academic year the provision is available, the data
suggest that different institutions provide these programmes at different times of
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Figure 4.17: In-sessional Orientation.
Figure 4.18: Integration with Degree Programme and Credit Contribution towards Main
Degree Programmes.
the academic year and for different lengths of time. While 38% offer in-sessionals
in term 1 only, 55% offer this provision at different times of the year. 7% also
indicated that they only offer in-sessional programmes in terms 1 and 2, excluding
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the summer term. Regarding the number of hours of provision available per week,
while this ranges from 2 to 8 hours per week in 54% of institutions, in the remainder
it ranged from 2 to 4 hours. Figure 4.19 provides a summary of this data.
Figure 4.19: Timing of In-sessionals.
The Provider: Regarding the in-sessional provider, (i.e. which unit or units
in an institution provide in − sessional language support), the analysis of the re-
sults revealed that while almost all in-sessional course leaders/coordinators who
responded to the survey claim that they run their in-sessional programmes inter-
nally (only one was run by a third party [INTO]), this is offered via different cen-
tres/departments. 60% of institutions, for example, offer their in-sessionals via a
language centre, while about 22% offer them via an academic skills support centre.
12% of universities, however, offer in-sessional support through a combination of
different bodies including learning centres, libraries (as a support service) and/or
international support centres. Of the remaining institutions (6%), 3% offer provi-
sion through TESOL/Applied Linguistics/languages departments and the other 3%
through individual departments in the form of discipline-specific academic literacy
sessions.
Target Student Cohort: The student cohort(s) that are the target of in-
sessional provision (both in terms of their registration status and degree level),
was another feature of in-sessional programmes that was investigated. Figure 4.21
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Figure 4.20: In-sessional Provider.
provides a summary of the results related to these two aspects.
Figure 4.21: Target Cohort.
Regarding the cohort(s) to which provision is available, while more than half of
the in-sessional course leaders/coordinators (51%) claimed that they offer provision
to all student cohorts regardless of their educational and linguistic background, the
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remainder do not offer it to those whose first language is English and (49%) either
offer the programme to international and EU students (24%) or to international, EU
and home students for whom English is not a first language (25%). The institutions
were also asked whether what they offer differs for each cohort. While 14% reported
that the provision is different, the remainder reported that it is the same. Those
who reported their in-sessional provision as being different for each cohort did not
provide any further details on how the content of the programme is differentiated
for each group, despite being asked to do so in the survey.
In terms of which degree levels (UG, PG taught, and PG research) have in-
sessional support available to them, 78% of institutions said that they offered it
to students at all degree levels, 16% to UGs and taught PGs only, and 6% to UGs
only. The institutions were also asked whether what they offer differs for each co-
hort. More than half (59%) reported a similar programme for all degree levels, while
about 41% claimed that the in-sessional support they offer is different for each level.
The differences reported were as follows:
• Different systems for granting credit to each degree level
• Different format and frequency
• Different content for PhD (e.g. thesis/research writing) and taught PG and
UG
Access and Needs Analysis Mechanisms: In terms of the mechanisms used
to determine which students can access in-sessional programmes, about 25% re-
ported that they do not use any such mechanisms, suggesting that provision is
available to any student of any level of proficiency. Conversely, almost 49% claimed
that they use a combination of mechanisms including Secure English Language Test
(SELT) results such as IELTS scores, pre-sessional end-of-course reports, or diagnos-
tic tests. The remaining institutions (26%), equally distributed, either used SELTs,
pre-sessional end-of-course reports, or diagnostic tests. As for needs analysis mecha-
nisms, the analysis of the results showed that 27% of institutions use pre-sessional or
foundation end-of-course reports as a means to analyse student needs, while nearly
17% use classroom-based needs analysis and 28% a combination of both. The re-
maining 24% reported no use of needs analysis for their in-sessional programmes.
Figure 4.22 provides a summary of these results.
As shown in Figure 4.23, in terms of syllabus design, 39% of respondents selected
a skills-based syllabus for their in-sessionals, while 12% considered their syllabus
as genre informed/discourse based. 49%, however, chose a combination of syllabus
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Figure 4.22: Access and Needs Analysis Mechanisms.
types including lexicogrammar-based, skills-based, genre informed/discourse-based,
study skills and other (i.e. needs-based). In respect of materials development,
responses indicated that the majority of participating institutions (91%) develop
their materials in house and based on their students’ needs. Among these, 72%
reported that they develop materials based on student needs and about 12% based
on a set syllabus. The remaining 9%, however, referred to using actual materials
used in their respective degree courses.
Figure 4.23: In-sessional Programmes’ Syllabus Design and Materials Development.
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Collaboration: The next feature concerned the collaboration between in-sessional
tutors and subject teaching staff. While 35% of in-sessional providers reported no
collaboration, nearly 57% referred to some form of collaboration (Figure 4.24).
Among these, about 27% referred to subject specialists specifying course texts for
use by EAP tutors. However, the remaining responses (16%) spoke of collaboration
not only in terms of selecting materials but also planning and, in some cases, team
teaching (13%).
Figure 4.24: Collaboration between In-sessional Staff and non-EAP Academic Staff.
Assessment: Finally, in terms of the assessment methods used in these pro-
grammes to monitor students’ progress and observe their achievement, nearly all
institutions referred to the use of a form of continuous CBT including portfolios,
projects, observations, and self-assessment. The remaining respondents (about 11%)
reported using an end-of-course in-house test (Figure 4.25).
Figure 4.25: Assessment used in In-sessionals.
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4.2.6 Summary of Phase One results
As reported above, the first phase of this research study consisted of an investiga-
tion into the features characterizing in-sessional programmes and the effectiveness
of academic in-sessional provision offered across British universities. This was done
through a three-part online survey, with Section 1 collecting demographic informa-
tion from each of the three participant groups (i.e. students, subject specialists,
and EAP in-sessional staff), Section 2 focusing on evaluating the effectiveness of the
academic English in-sessional provision, and Section 3 collecting factual informa-
tion about this provision. Different types of information regarding each participant
group were collected, to be mixed and combined with other sets of data for further
discussion of the findings. The analysis of the responses to the Likert scale items
used in Section 2 of the survey to investigate the effectiveness of these programmes
revealed that, with the exception of accessibility, the composite scores for the four
other evaluation scales (i.e. position, needs analysis, relevance, and adequacy) fell
below the mean. In addition, the ANOVA test of comparison indicated a level of
significance in the difference between the composite score of the ‘Accessibility’ scale
and the other four scales. The comparison of the evaluation composite scores be-
tween the three groups also revealed that the in-sessional staff evaluation scores were
the lowest by a significant margin in terms of the ‘Position’ scale, suggesting that
this group is the least satisfied with how in-sessional provision is positioned (i.e. the
attitudes towards it) within universities.
The evaluation part of the online survey concluded with two open-ended questions.
The first question asked participants whether, overall, they perceived the in-sessional
provision offered at their institution as effective. The responses to the first part of
the question (i.e. Yes/No/to some extent) indicated that (30%) perceive in-sessional
programmes to be effective, (15%) as not effective and (55%) as to some extent
effective. The analysis of the text-based responses to the question asking about
factors contributing to the effectiveness of such programmes revealed that while
reference was made to certain sub-criteria related to each of the five evaluation
criteria used in the survey (see Table 4.5 for a list of these sub-criteria), some
additional determining factors emerged. These included,
• providing in-sessional support for higher-level users of English
• providing more continuous support (i.e. a series of related sessions), with
follow-up feedback
• providing in-sessional support centrally rather than through multiple providers,
in order to avoid confusion and to improve accessibility
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• providing more personalized (one-to-one) tuition
• providing equal levels of in-sessional support for students from different degree
levels (findings showed that there is less support for PGs, especially PhDs, than
for other cohorts)
• embedding in-sessional provision within degree courses/programmes
• making in-sessional support credit-bearing
The data collected in Phase One of this research study were used as a source of
reference for developing categories for the deductive content analysis of the inter-
view responses in order to find out what lay behind participants’ perceptions of the
effectiveness of in-sessional provision across the three participant groups and the
needs analysis and access mechanisms used by their respective institutions.
Finally, the last item in Section 1 of the online survey (an evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of in-sessional provision) was an open-ended question asking participants
to define an effective in-sessional programme. The Word Frequency Query Analysis
showed that among the top 100 frequent words ‘students’, ‘needs’, ‘support’, ‘sub-
ject’ and ‘specific’ were the most frequently used words in the definition of effective
academic English in-sessional provision.
The second part of the online survey addressed solely to in-sessional programme
directors of study, sought to investigate the features of in-sessional programmes. The
responses to the multiple choice and short answer questions in this section provided
information regarding the format/structure and guiding principles governing the
design and the delivery of such programmes.
4.3 Phase Two: follow-up interviews
As described in the methodology chapter, in order to investigate the effectiveness
of in-sessional provision, Section 1 of the online survey used in Phase One of the
study consisted of Likert scales. In addition to the pre-determined evaluation criteria
(i.e. accessibility, position, relevance, adequacy, and needs analysis) used to create
the Likert scales’ multi-items, two open-ended items were also used in the online
survey to see whether any new evaluation criteria or sub-criteria would emerge
from participants’ text responses. The results showed that while no new evaluation
criteria emerged from the analysis of the text-based responses, a number of sub-
criteria emerged in relation to all five evaluation criteria. Table 4.5 provides a
summary of the evaluation criteria used in the online survey, their sub-criteria,
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Table 4.5: Evaluation Criteria, Sub-criteria, and New Emerging Sub-Criteria.
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and the new evaluation sub-criteria emerging from the analysis of the text-based
responses to the open-ended items used in the online survey.
The second phase of this research study consisted of an interview phase following
up the survey in order to further investigate both the recurring evaluation criteria
and new evaluation sub-criteria from Phase One. The quantitative data collected
in Phase One were used as a source of reference for developing interview items as
well as categories for the deductive content analysis of the interview data. This was
done both to provide further explanations for the findings in Phase One and to see
whether there are other evaluation criteria and/or sub-criteria on which participants’
evaluation of the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes is based. This section will
provide a report of the analysis of the qualitative data collected in the second phase
of this research study.
As shown earlier, the interview schedule consisted of seven sections (i.e. introduc-
tion and participants’ background in relation to in-sessionals, accessibility, position
of in-sessional within institution, relevance, adequacy of resources, needs analysis,
and other comments) and a total of 14 questions investigating the evaluation cri-
teria used in the questionnaire with a particular focus on sub-criteria which were
referred to again in the short-text responses as well as the new sub-criteria emerging
from such responses. This was done in order to provide further explanations for the
findings in Phase One and to see whether any new evaluation criteria and/or sub-
criteria would emerge in evaluating the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes of-
fered across the participating universities. The following section provides a detailed
analysis of the responses to these sets of questions and provides further information
regarding any emerging themes (evaluation criteria and/or sub-criteria) from the
interview responses.
4.3.1 Accessibility
Following the ‘Introduction and participants’ background’ section, the second sec-
tion of the interview consisted of questions related to the Accessibility of in-sessional
programmes. As mentioned earlier, the design of the interview questions as well as
the initial analysis of the responses to these questions, were informed by the evalua-
tion sub-criteria re-addressed in and emerging from the open-ended items collected
via the survey in Phase One (see Table 4.5). To this end, the data was first analysed
using predetermined codes defined based on the evaluation criteria used in the online
survey, as well as those that emerged from the responses to the open-ended items
in the questionnaire. The second approach sought to identify any differences among
the three participant groups in the way they perceive the accessibility of in-sessional
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programmes. Table 4.6 provides sample responses from each group, along with the
count for responses related to each new theme (i.e. evaluation sub-criteria).
The analysis of responses to questions 2 to 4 revealed that, in addition to prede-
termined codes informed by the evaluation sub-criteria used in the online survey,
two new criteria emerged in relation to the accessibility of in-sessional provision.
Table 4.7 shows both the predetermined codes as well as the new emerging criteria
obtained from the analysis of the interview responses.
As shown in Table 4.7, one criterion was related to the delivery format of in-
sessional provision in terms of it being in the form of a drop-in session or a continuous
course. Another criterion was related to academic in-sessional providers and whether
such provision is centralized and offered via a single unit or offered by different units
including, but not limited to, the library, support service center, language center,
and international office.
A combination of drop-in and continuous should be provided to suit needs of
students at different degree levels
In terms of drop-in and continuous in-sessional services, while all participants
unanimously believed that a combination of both needs to be provided, ‘students’
academic/degree level and needs specific to those levels’, was referred to as one
factor determining what combination of the two formats to use. As one student
participant stated,
‘. . . I think for the PG, especially for MA, there [courses] could be designed
at the time of the year when they start writing their dissertation, because
that is the time of the year they get serious, before that they are involved in
the coursework, but for PhD students it should be throughout the year as we
need help throughout the year at different times for conferences, publication,
so they need help throughout the year, so, I think like a drop-in session for
students’ specific needs and learning style (based on which stage of their
degree they are) . . . ’
As this response suggests, the provision of both one-off drop-in sessions and a
continuous format allows greater flexibility and, therefore, enables universities to
cater for different students’ needs. As another participant added:
‘. . . So, there needs to be a combination of both to account with different
learning style, so some may benefit from module, others may really benefit
from the kind of emotional and pastoral support that a one-to-one session
can actually provide, and they can ask questions a bit freer. Without the
gaze of their tutor being there for example . . . ’
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Table 4.6: Sample Responses for New Evaluation Sub-criteria Related to Accessibility of
in-sessional Provision with the Number of Times Similar Comments Were Made.
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Table 4.7: Evaluation Scale 1: Accessibility.
Different schemes (e.g. offered centrally via a language centre, and the library,
and the student support service) providing in-sessional EAP causing confusion
Regarding the second criterion (i.e. all EAP provision to be delivered centrally),
many participants from all three groups emphasized the importance of such pro-
grammes being delivered from a central place such as an academic English support
centre. One in-sessional tutor commented:
‘. . . I think it should be both, but I think it should come from the same place.
At our university, the EAS (English academic support) that I am associated
with tends to do longer courses, but there is also support in other places,
so there is a writing centre but has got nothing to do with the EAS and
they are also a lot of one off workshops with study skills and I would like
us all to be working together and everything to be delivered from a central
place rather than 2 or 3 different areas are delivering all these things and
delivering to different students as well; the writing centre is used more by
domestic students, internationals tend not to notice them, although I do
point them to that direction as well, but there is a lot of things going on; I
think, so I think both are important but, it needs some one person, it needs
to be coming from one place where everyone is going in the same direction as
things are being duplicated and mixed up otherwise; it needs more orientation
and I think coming from one place it could be oriented better. So, both, but
the organization of both is really really important rather than having both
. . . ’
According to the participants, delivering academic English in-sessional programmes
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centrally increases the accessibility of such programmes as there is less confusion
about where to go for support. Table 4.6 provides a summary of sample responses
for the new evaluation sub-criteria related to accessibility of in-sessional provision,
along with the number of times similar comments were made in each participant
group.
4.3.2 Position
The third section comprised questions related to the position of in-sessional pro-
vision within an HE institution. As shown previously, five evaluation sub-criteria
were identified for use to create survey items for this evaluation criterion (see table
4.5) in section 1 of the online survey. In addition to this set of sub-criteria, two fur-
ther sub-criteria emerged from the analysis of the text-based responses at the end
of Section 1 of the online survey. These were, whether in-sessionals are ‘embedded’
within degree courses, and whether they are ‘credit-bearing’.
Interview questions 6-9 investigated the position of in-sessional programmes within
HE institutions in the UK. The analysis of responses to questions 6-9 showed that, in
addition to evaluation sub-criteria used in the Likert scales as well as those emerging
from the responses to the open-ended questions in the online survey, some other
factors concerning the position of in-sessional emerged. Table 4.8, below, shows both
the initial evaluation sub-criteria related to the ‘position’ of in-sessional programmes
within HE institutions from Phase One of this study, as well as those that emerged
in Phase Two.
Table 4.8: Evaluation Scale 2: Position in Institution.
As shown in Table 4.8, in addition to the predetermined codes drawn from the
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quantitative phase of the study, four new themes emerged regarding the evaluation
of the position of academic English in-sessional provision. These new themes were
as follows:
• Awareness on the part of other (non-English language) departments of the
importance of in-sessionals and what they offer and do not offer
• Promoting in-sessional as an option for all (thereby reducing the stigma)
• Being a part of another skills development module
• Systematic collaboration
Awareness on the part of other departments of the importance of in-sessional
provision and what it offers and does not offer
The first theme that emerged in the evaluation of the position of in-sessional
programmes at universities investigated in this study was ‘awareness on the part
of other departments of the importance of in-sessionals and what they offer and do
not offer’. According to responses from all three groups, in order for this provision
to be perceived as effective, departments need to have a clear understanding of
its existence and the type of services it offers and does not offer. As one of the
in-sessional staff stated:
‘. . . in terms of highlighting the importance of it, that usually comes out in
one-to-one discussions with ourselves, you know departments. We [EAP
providers] sometimes need to re-educate departments, if they need to, about
what we offer and what we don’t offer’.
This suggests that transparency in promoting such programmes is essential, oth-
erwise incorrect assumptions may be made regarding the services they provide. As
one of the student participants commented, ‘there is an assumption, a mistakenly
assumption, that it is purely linguistic focused and not on study skills and other
more important elements that we [students] all could benefit from.’
As well as transparency concerning features of in-sessional provision and what
service it offers, another related factor highlighted in some responses was the need
to ensure that information on in-sessional provision gets circulated to key staff in
departments who can then transfer this information to other academic staff and to
students. As an in-sessional tutor added:
‘. . . it can be probably who are important the contact people in departments,
either they are admins, and again you have to target the key admins, so
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it could be a UG admin or a PG admin of a course, depending on which
course you are targeting, and of course the academic course leaders who
are responsible for the course and who know the cohort of students they are
getting and they have; and also who cascade the information down in the
hierarchy of the university, so targeting key academic people’.
Promoting in-sessional as an option for all (reducing the stigma)
The second evaluation criterion regarding the position of in-sessional provision at
universities was related to ‘promoting in-sessional as an option for all students’ in
order to reduce the stigma that can be attached to it. One in-sessional tutor stated:
‘My experience here working alongside tutors to deliver embedded programmes
is to ensures that all the students participated; but they [students] know it is
more or less compulsory not optional and it is for all; [this way] the stigma
towards it is kind of removed that is kind of opt in if you are not strong
enough’.
Meanwhile, one student participant commented:
‘from the beginning your supervisor should be able to tell you, “ok I know
that this is going to be a struggle for you and I think this [the in-sessional
provision] will help you”, but not a reactive way saying your English is not
good and you should have your work proofread for you and so on’.
It seems that offering in-sessional provision to only a certain cohort of students
risks marginalising those students, while promoting it as an option for all students
may reduce this risk and the possibility of a stigma being attached to taking up
in-sessional support.
Being a part of another skills development module
The third notion emerging in the evaluation of the position of in-sessional provi-
sion suggested that according to participants ‘being a part of another skills develop-
ment module’ improves the status and importance of such provision. As a subject
specialist asserted:
‘In our school, we do quite a lot of credit bearing in-sessional and are moving
towards that and the one that works particularly well I think is through the
business school because they have a graduate award which means there is a
lot of extra activities that students can participate in regardless of whether
they are home or international; it doesn’t matter but if they participate in
four of them, they get an additional award and that includes in-sessional
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courses. But it also includes working in seminars, it includes the graduate
ball, it includes social activities as well as academic activities as well as
employability activities so they have done a really good job because they set
out all the different things that students can take and it is very easy for them
to see; and they only had to promote one thing which is the graduate award
program and then you can see what is available for everyone there and also
it is the only school which invites a tutor from the EAP to go and talk to
students in the induction, and all the students can go.’
It seems that by including in-sessional provision as a component of a skills de-
velopment module or award such as a ‘graduate award programme’, this provision
will be promoted as a part of one thing and will not be missed out among many
other services offered across a university. However, it also takes away the stigma
associated with in-sessional English language provision as it is seen as part of a
programme offered to and for the benefit of all students.
Finally, and in relation to the fourth emerging theme, while ‘collaboration’ had
already emerged in Phase One as a criterion for evaluating the effectiveness of in-
sessional programmes in terms of its position in a HE institution, a new dimension
of this criterion was highlighted, particularly by in-sessional staff and other sub-
ject specialists; namely, systematic collaboration between in-sessional providers and
departments that are the recipients of in-sessional provision. As one in-sessional
staff member shared their experience of collaborating with subject specialists, they
remarked that:
‘. . . you need to have it organised by the institutions, so it is not just you
on your own approaching subject specialists and saying -can I come in and
get some advice from you-, so that doesn’t work. So my current job ,as I
mentioned I am working on a psychology module for academic development
module, so that had been much more structured and that has been instigated
by our head of department, and he has organized that whether there is going
to be meetings between us so that has been really productive, in that those
content people [subject specialists] have been told in advance; this is what
our module is, this is what we do, this is helps we need from you, this are
the specific things we need, we need copies of old students’ essays, we need
feedback, examples from you on those essays, or we would like some text to
see what is the genre, so that we can do some genre analysis on these texts,
so explain what we do and what we need from them and why we need them
. . . ’
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As this comment illustrates, while collaboration is seen as something that improves
the position of in-sessionals in an HE institution, how systematic it is is also impor-
tant as this will help ensure collaboration will not be left on the will of in-sessional
tutors and if attempted by the EAP tutors, is responded positively and effectively
by subject specialists. Table 4.9 presents more sample responses from each group,
along with the count for each similar response related to each new theme.
4.3.3 Relevance
The relevance of in-sessional programmes to degree courses was also investigated
further in Phase Two. The analysis of the responses to question 10 in section 4
of the interviews revealed that in addition to predetermined codes informed by the
evaluation sub-criteria used in the online survey, two new evaluation sub-criteria
emerged; namely, the need for involvement of subject specialists in the provision of
English language in-sessional support, as well as having more dynamic and flexible
in-sessional provision allowing for constant change based on different students’ needs.
These emerging themes are summarized in Table 4.10.
More involvement of subject specialists at both design and delivery level is needed
to make in-sessional more relevant to students’ study demands
The first emerging theme from responses to question 10 concerned collaboration
between subject specialists and in-sessional staff. As one subject specialist stated,
‘collaborative relationship we have I think that is the way, because if I don’t un-
derstand what you can provide, and you don’t understand what I need, I am really
surprised that this [relevance] happens’. While participants had already been asked
in question 8 about the collaboration between the two groups in designing and deliv-
ering in-sessional provision, collaboration was also referred to in many participants’
responses to question 10 as an important factor in increasing in-sessional relevance
to degree course content and assessment.
Dynamic and changeable programmes (to ensure responsiveness to students’ needs)
The second emerging evaluation criterion related to relevance concerned features of
in-sessionals in terms of their flexibility in considering students feedback in order to
address the specific needs of certain groups of students as well as those of individual
students. As one of the in-sessional staff commented,
‘. . . to listen to students’ voice as we are busy and therefore we have to set
up something and students need to attend whether they find it useful or not,
so that is the key to the solution, and them to review what we do every
year otherwise we are not going to improve, and we end up guessing what
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Table 4.9: Sample Responses for New Evaluation Sub-criteria Related to Position in In-
stitution with the Number of Times Similar Comments Were Made.
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Table 4.10: Evaluation Scale 3: Relevance.
students need. It [the in-sessional] has to be something dynamic and needs
to be changed based on feedback . . . ’
Such comments suggest that, while consulting with subject specialists can play an
important role in establishing relevance, asking students about their specific needs
is also another important factor in helping ensure the relevance of provision. Table
4.11 presents more sample responses from each group.
Table 4.11: Sample Responses for New Sub-criteria Related to Relevance.
4.3.4 Adequacy
In the analysis of the effectiveness of in-sessional provision in terms of its adequacy,
a set of three new sub-criteria emerged from interview responses collected in Phase
Two(Table 4.12). Column three in the table below shows a summary of these
emerging sub-criteria.
As it is shown in the table, the analysis of the responses to questions 11 and 12
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Table 4.12: Evaluation Criterion 4: Adequacy of In-sessional Provision.
in section five of the interview revealed that in addition to the evaluation criteria
used in Phase One to address adequacy of the in-sessional programmes, there are
other criteria considered by participants when referring to this aspect of in-sessional
provision. These emerging criteria included a need for more
• one-to-one mentor support (need for more human resources and space to share
individual problems related to academic English language)
• subject specific EAP published teaching resources
• subject specific published and online ‘self-access’ resources
One-to-one mentor support (need for more human resources and space to share
individual problems related to academic English language)
The majority of participants from all three groups referred to human resources as
an important factor in the adequacy of in-sessional provision. This was highlighted
mainly in relation to a need for more one-to one-support. As one in-sessional tutor
remarked: ‘I think it is not sufficient because we still cannot get that one-to-one
support for all those students off the ground because of money, staffing and black
hole’. The one-to-one support mentioned here was mainly referring to a need to
provide all students with face-to-face support for their specific needs. This would
obviously require sufficient time and human resources. Having writing centers that
provide one-to-one tutorials focusing on students’ written work was one example
provided by many participants that would require considerable human resources.
Another human resource factor concerned the provision of peer mentor support.
For some participants, having a peer-mentoring system provides the opportunity to
share learning experiences. One student participant highlighted the importance of
peer mentoring as follows: ‘More people, more academics, more maybe even student
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peer mentors, that is because if you think about some of the peer roles they are
bringing out, we know how effective peer to peer teaching is.’
Other students referred to the need for space where students can express their
problems, whether with EAP tutors or student mentors, and discuss possible so-
lutions. One student, for example, referred to ‘spaces like writing groups, or EAP
groups for students, some sort of forums for students and teachers to express prob-
lems and possible solutions’. It was suggested that such communities could be either
in-person − in the form of writing groups, for example − or virtual, in the form of
online forums and learning platforms such as VLEs (e.g. Blackboard).
Subject specific EAP published teaching resources
Regarding the second theme related to the adequacy of in-sessionals, many in-
sessional staff referred to the limited coverage of published English for specific aca-
demic purposes (ESAP) resources. For example, one in-sessional tutor argued that:
‘. . . In terms of things like, published resources that EAP teachers use, the
spectrum is very narrow, there is lots of stuff on engineering, medicine, and
whole of other on stuff on business and management and other stuff, but
there is absolutely nothing published anything on design areas like study of
planning, architecture, there is a little bit around computer science, or geog-
raphy . . . ’
This comment suggests that while for some fields there are extensive published
materials available, for others there are very few. The participant added that, ‘even
the published materials themselves they are only gone very limited way, and so I
think the provision of resources from on the part of, in our centre, is logistically
very limited ’. This suggests that even where published materials do cover particular
areas, that coverage is often not sufficiently comprehensive.
Subject-specific published and online ‘self-access’ resources
In addition, the student participant group highlighted issues related to ‘self-access’
resources. The majority of participants in this group commented on the lack of
online and hard copy academic English self-study materials, particularly materials
related to their field of study. Many also added that where such materials do exist,
there needs to be guidance on how they could be used effectively. Table 4.13
presents more sample responses from each group
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Table 4.13: Sample Responses for New Sub-Criteria Related to Adequacy.
4.3.5 Needs analysis
The effectiveness of Needs Analysis methods was the final aspect explored in the
evaluation of in-sessional provision. As shown in Table 4.14, two new themes
emerged in the analysis of the interview responses by participants in all the three
groups. These two new themes were unanimously referred to as important factors
in the effectiveness of needs analysis for academic in-sessional programmes. While
these two new themes are related to the previously emerged evaluation sub-criteria
in the analysis of open-ended items in the survey, they expand on this sub-criterion
by showing how students and subject-specialists can collaborate in needs analysis
conducted in in-sessional provision. According to the analysis of responses, these
included needs analysis approaches consisting of a combination of two components,
namely:
• self-assessment methods (learners’ participation in needs analysis)
• subject specialists’/departments’ feedback based on previous work and course
demands
Self-assessment methods (learners’ participation in needs analysis)
In terms of learners’ identifying their own needs, many participants from the three
groups believed that surveying students about their needs is essential in determining
the effectiveness of any method of needs analysis. The majority of participants stated
that lack of student participation in needs analysis can lead to assumptions about
their needs which might be incorrect. As one student suggested,
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Table 4.14: Evaluation Criterion 5: Need Analysis of In-sessional Provision.
‘. . . I think that needs are normally addressed from the teacher’s perspective,
so they end up imagining those needs, creating those needs, those needs are
barely researched from students and especially in their own words, it is usu-
ally from tutor’s perspective, so it is important to give students voice and
listen to them and see what they need, it needs to be researched . . . ’.
Different means of self-assessment were suggested by participants including ques-
tionnaires, and focus groups.
Subject specialists’/departments’ feedback based on previous work and course
demands
Many participants also believed that subject specialists/course leaders from other
departments should also be consulted when analyzing students’ needs, with one
in-sessional tutor commenting:
‘. . . I think this is probably where some degree of cooperation from the subject
teacher is needed because if we can at least hear from them what they expect
from their students, the kind of work their students will be doing, examples
of the assignments they get give, the kind of level that is expected of them,
that is kind of foundation of what students might need . . . ’.
Further discussion of this and other results reported above will be discussed in
Chapter 5. Table 4.15 provides sample responses related to these two themes.
4.3.6 Summary of Phase Two results
The first part of this chapter reported on the results of the data obtained in Phase
One of this study regarding the features and effectiveness of in-sessional EAP provi-
sion currently offered at British universities. While, in Phase One, the features and
effectiveness of provision were investigated through an online questionnaire consist-
ing of multi-item Likert scales and short answer items, the second phase consisted of
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Table 4.15: Sample Responses for Sub-Criteria Related to Needs Analysis.
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follow-up interviews in an attempt to shed further light on participants’ perceptions
of the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes and the criteria underlying those per-
ceptions. To this end, both the recurring and new evaluation sub-criteria used in
Phase One were used as a source of reference for developing interview questions as
well as categories for the deductive content analysis of the interview data. This was
done in order to establish whether there are other evaluation criteria and sub-criteria
on which participants’ evaluation of the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes is
based.
The follow-up interviews with students, academic lecturers and in-sessional staff
consisted of 7 sections and 14 questions investigating the effectiveness of in-sessional
programmes in terms of their position and accessibility, needs analysis mechanisms
used in the in-sessionals, relevance to other degree courses’ content, and their ade-
quacy.
In terms of the position of in-sessional provision within universities, in addition
to the sub-criteria used in the Likert scales as well as those emerging from the
responses to the open-ended questions in the online survey, new evaluation criteria
emerged from the analysis of responses to interview questions 1-3. According to
these emerging criteria, the following need to be considered by in-sessional providers
in order to improve the status of in-sessional provision within an institution:
• Awareness on the part of academic departments of the importance of in-
sessionals and what they offer and do not offer
• Promotion of in-sessional classes as an option for all (thereby helping reduce
any possible stigma attached to them)
• Being offered as a part of another skills development module rather than an
independent module only focusing on EAP
• A systematic collaboration between in-sessional staff and subject specialists
The analysis of the responses regarding the accessibility of in-sessional provision
showed that both the delivery format of in-sessional provision (for example, drop-in
sessions or a continuous course) as well as whether such provision is offered cen-
trally rather than being offered by different support services across a university play
a determining role in improving the accessibility of such provision. Participants
unanimously believed that providing a combination of drop-in and continuous pro-
vision, enables in-sessional providers to properly satisfy various needs of students
from different degree levels and helps take account of attendance constraints that
can govern students’ attendance. In addition, when delivered centrally, academic
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English in-sessional programmes become more easily accessible and reduces confu-
sion over where to go for such support.
In terms of the relevance of in-sessional provision to degree coursework and con-
tent, two new evaluation criteria emerged from the participants’ responses. The first
factor in increasing in-sessional relevance to degree course content and assessment
concerned collaboration between in-sessional staff and the subject specialists. The
second emerging evaluation criterion was related to the flexibility and dynamism of
in-sessional programmes in meeting the specific needs of certain groups of students
as well as those of individual students. According to these two criteria, consulting
with subject specialists as well as including students in determining the content of
such provision play an important role in establishing relevance between in-sessional
provision and particular disciplinary contexts.
As for adequacy, three new evaluation criteria emerged from the analysis of the
responses; namely, the adequacy of human resources, the adequacy of ESAP pub-
lished resources and self-access resources (with guidelines on how to use them), and
the physical space available for academic and peer mentor support. Having sufficient
human resources was seen by the majority of participants as an important factor
in the adequacy of in-sessional provision. This was particularly so in relation to a
need for more one-to one-support via writing centers focusing on students’ written
work. In addition, peer mentor support was another human resource factor high-
lighted, particularly by student participants some of whom believed that having a
peer-mentoring system provides the opportunity to share learning experiences.
Finally, regarding the needs analysis mechanisms used in in-sessional programmes,
while no other new themes emerged from the responses, certain pre-determined
evaluation sub-criteria were repeatedly referred to by most participants in regard to
improving needs analysis mechanisms. This included involving both students and
subject specialists in analyzing students’ needs as well as including the needs of all
cohorts of students. As many participants stated, the lack of subject specialists and
of student participation in any process of needs analysis can lead to in-sessional staff
making assumptions about their needs which might be incorrect. In addition, they
added that methods used to identify needs are limited to lower proficiency levels,
leaving unattended to the needs of many other students who either possess more
advanced English proficiency and/or who are native speakers of English.
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4.4 Mixing Phase One and Phase Two results
While the characteristics of in-sessional programmes were investigated mainly in
Phase One of this study, the effectiveness of the provision was examined in both
phases one and two. As mentioned in the methodology chapter, the investigation of
the effectiveness of in-sessionals consisted of designing Likert scale items using the
existing literature on best EAP practice principles as well as seeking stakeholders’
opinions about what constitutes an ‘effective’ EAP course via focus groups. This re-
sulted in a list of five evaluation criteria (accessibility, position, relevance, adequacy
and needs analysis), each consisting of a set of sub-criteria, which were then used
as evaluation scales in the online survey. In addition to these evaluation criteria,
participants’ opinions on the factors affecting the effectiveness of provision were also
sought via open-ended items at the end of Section 1 of the survey. While the analy-
sis of responses showed that no additional evaluation criteria emerged, a set of new
sub-criteria related to each of the five main criteria emerged from the analysis of the
responses to open ended items in the survey. Similarly, analysis of the responses to
the interview questions showed a further set of sub-criteria emerging from this set
of data. Table 4.16 summarises all evaluation criteria relating to the effectiveness
of in-sessional programmes; both those that were developed and those that emerged
from analysis of the data.
While this chapter has provided a summary of results from phases one and two
of this research study, Chapter 5 will provide a detailed analysis and discussion of
the study’s findings by triangulating all data sets, and will consider those findings
in relation to the research questions articulated in Chapter 1.
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Table 4.16: Evaluation Criteria for the Effectiveness of the In-sessional Provision.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
5.1 Introduction
This research study aimed to address two aspects of the academic English in-
sessional provision offered by British Universities, namely the characteristics and
the effectiveness of this provision. To this end, the following primary research
question was conceived:
What are the approaches, and their underlying principles, governing the ways
in-sessional provision offered at UK universities seek to meet students’ academic
English-language needs, and what are students’ and teachers’ perceptions of their
efficacy?
Considering these two foci, a set of secondary research questions were developed
to address some aspects of the two. These questions were as follows:
1. What are the characteristics of in-sessional academic English language provi-
sion available to students at UK universities?
2. What guiding principles inform the design and delivery of in-sessional provi-
sion?
3. What are the perceptions of the stakeholders (i.e. students, English-language
teaching staff and subject specialists) regarding the effectiveness of the avail-
able provision?
4. What criteria do the participants (i.e. students, English-language teaching
staff and subject specialists) invoke in their evaluation of the in-sessional pro-
vision?
In order to investigate the characteristics and the effectiveness of the in-sessional
provision, a mixed-method approach was employed, consisting of a large-scale online
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survey and follow-up semi-structured interviews. In what follows, the results from
Phase One (online survey) and Phase Two (follow-up interviews) will be combined
and discussed in relation to each of the four secondary questions above. Table 5.1
illustrates how each respective research question is addressed in the remainder of
the chapter.
Table 5.1: Research Questions and Relevant Discussions in this Chapter.
5.2 Characteristics of In-Sessional provision
As mentioned above, discovering the features and investigating the underlying
principles informing the design and delivery of academic in-sessional provision at
universities was one of the two main foci in this research study. The analysis of
the data collected through the online survey provided a rich source of information
regarding the features characterizing this provision, namely:
Institutional position
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• The provider(s) (e.g. which university units deliver this provision)
• Integration with the degree course (i.e. embedded or non-embedded)
• Course credit contribution (credit-bearing/non-credit-bearing), if any
• Programme Design
• The orientation and purpose (EGAP and ESAP)
• The rationale for the syllabus design and materials development
• The timing (the length and the times during the academic year when in-
sessional provision is available to students)
• The method of needs analysis used to tailor programmes according to student
needs
• The nature and extent of collaboration between EAP tutors and subject spe-
cialists
Characteristics of students and teachers
• The target student cohort (based on registration: home/EU/international,
status, and degree level)
• In-sessional teaching staff (teaching qualification, employment status − full-
time/part-time; permeant/temporary − job title, familiarity with specialised
disciplinary knowledge)
Assessment
• The mechanisms used to determine student access to in-sessional provision
• The methods of assessment of students’ progress in the programme
Of the 167 universities to which the survey was sent, responses were received from
80 institutions. In light of the regional coverage and the diversity of the universities,
from which the three groups of stakeholders participated in this study, in terms
of their ranking and type (high/low ranking, old, red brick, plate glass and new
universities), it can cautiously be argued that, the findings generated by the study
are likely to be generalizable across UK higher education (Please see Appendix M
for more information about the responding universities in terms of their type, rank,
BALEAP membership, and regional group). In what follows, a detailed discussion
regarding each of these four categories, and their components, will be provided.
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5.2.1 Institutional position
As shown above, characteristics of in-sessional EAP provision were investigated
from different perspectives, namely institutional position, course design, character-
istics of learners and teachers, and assessment. Regarding the institutional position
of in-sessional provision, three features were investigated in relation to its integra-
tion within the wider institution: the nature of the in-sessional provider and the
model of delivery through which the programme is provided); integration with the
degree courses (i.e. whether the in-sessional provision is embedded within degree
programmes’ syllabi or offered as an extracurricular activity); and the in-sessional
course credit contribution to main degree courses (i.e. a credit or non-credit bearing
in-sessional).
5.2.1.1 In-sessional provider
The model of delivery of provision relates to whether in-sessional provision is cen-
tralized and offered by a single unit or decentralized and offered by different units
and centres across the university (Murray, 2016). The analysis of the results revealed
that, apart from one, all responding universities run their in-sessional programmes
internally rather than via a third-party organisation such as INTO. These are of-
fered via different centres and/or departments, with 60% of the institutions surveyed
offering their in-sessionals via a language centre and 34% via other units such as
academic skills support centres, learning centres, libraries and international offices.
The remainder offer in-sessional support via TESOL/Applied Linguistics/languages
departments (3%) or individual departments (3%), where provision is offered in the
form of discipline-specific academic literacy sessions and run by individual depart-
ments.
As these results suggest, a centralized model of in-sessional academic English
provision currently predominates in the development and delivery of in-sessional
provision. Such a model, as Murray (2016) notes, ‘might be seen as reflecting a
one-size-fits-all study skills perspective on EAP, one that treats the development of
student writing, in particular, as mastery of a set of skills that are generalizable
across different disciplines’ (p.1). Indeed, the findings regarding the orientation
of in-sessional provision confirmed that a majority of responding institutions offer
generic EAP in-sessionals (see section 5.2.2.1). Such a generic study skills approach
to the teaching of EAP, as Lea and Street state, considers literacy as ‘a set of
atomised skills which students have to learn, and which are then transferable to
other contexts. The focus is on attempts to ‘fix’ problems with student learning,
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which are treated as a kind of pathology. The theory of language on which it is
based emphasises surface features, grammar and spelling’ (1998; p.158-9). As it is
based on a study skills approach, EGAP does not distinguish between the different
academic disciplines in terms of their ‘discourses’, ‘behaviours’ and ‘expectations’
(Murray, 2016; p.1). Acquiring an understanding of these discourses, behaviours
and expectations − fundamental components in shaping any academic discipline
− helps students to ‘undergo a process of social acculturation through which they
gain admittance into their respective communities of practice’ (ibid). Generic EAP
provision only offering general language skills that apply across different disciplines
cannot provide students with sufficient input reflecting the different language, social
practices and identity of individual disciplines (Murray, 2016).
As mentioned above, for many students ESAP (academic literacies) in-sessional
provision is beneficial as it helps them become conversant in the academic litera-
cies ‘essential to studying effectively within their discipline and being admitted to
membership of its community of practice’ (Murray, 2016; p.3). As Murray observes,
any incoming university student, regardless of their language proficiency, stands to
benefit from tuition in academic literacies, especially if they will be studying degree
subjects to which they ‘have had little or no exposure during their school years’
(ibid). Universities should therefore feel an obligation to provide such academic
literacy tuition to all students.
5.2.1.2 Integration with degree courses
Results from the study showed that, while more institutions have started embed-
ding EAP in-sessional programmes, there is still a small number which, in addition
to embedded provision, also offer credit-bearing programmes. These findings sug-
gest that in at least half of institutions, the EAP in-sessional provision is offered as
an optional support service, a non-credit-bearing adjunct to main-degree courses.
Where embedded in-sessionals do exist, only a small number carry credit (16%).
‘Integrated’ or ‘embedded’ (Jones, et al., 2001) in-sessional provision, where the
EAP classes are built into main-degree courses, is considered to be more effective
provision, since it allows for greater collaboration between EAP tutors and subject
specialists, resulting in the creation of more discipline-specific EAP courses that
respond relevantly to students’ particular language needs, and thereby encouraging
student engagement (Fenton-Smith and Humphreys, 2015). When asked about the
embedding of in-sessional provision within main-degree courses, participants in this
study echoed similar opinions to those emerging from Fenton-Smith and Humphreys
study (2015), unanimously believing that an integrated in-sessional is more effective.
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Four reasons were repeatedly highlighted in participants’ responses regarding the
importance of embedding in-sessionals within degree courses, namely: creating more
tangible relevance to discipline content and degree-course demands; removing the
stigma of attending in-sessional classes, which can indicate a student’s low compe-
tence; improving the accountability of universities in supporting students with their
needs; and, finally, enhancing the status of EAP provision across the institution.
As for creating in-sessional provision that is more relevant to the content and de-
mands of particular specific disciplines, participants from all three groups believed
that embedding enables in-sessional tutors to negotiate their syllabi with subject
specialists and students. As one in-sessional tutor commented,
‘Embedding is absolutely necessary. Because the jargon related to the course
and the specific skills set needed, such as referencing techniques, just certain
nuances of that particular course can be addressed. If I am doing, say, drama
and the community, something like that, something quite niche, I think there
is a case for embedding the in-sessional course within that module to ensure
that the tutor knows what is being delivered to the students, and that we are
on the same page’.
Similarly, another tutor, reflecting on their current embedded teaching experience,
added:
‘. . . the more deeply embedded it is, the more relevant. I have got a course
going at the moment with postgraduate taught students at landscape architec-
ture and, as we are coming to the end of the academic year, they are really
appreciating how what I can do with them fits into what the department want
them’.
As for removing the stigma of attending in-sessional classes, another in-sessional
tutor remarked:
‘My experience here working alongside tutors to deliver embedded programmes
ensures that the students participated in the one, but they know it is more
or less compulsory not optional; this way the stigma towards it, that you opt
in if you are not strong, is kind of removed’.
Organising and delivering in-sessional EAP provision centrally and within a sup-
port service unit (e.g. an English language centre) reflects a study-skills approach to
the English needs of students and ‘often [provides such support] irrespective of the
varied language needs of students studying different subjects’ (Murray, 2016; p.437).
In such a setting, students who often struggle with their language (primarily NNS)
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are expected to self-refer or be referred to such EGAP in-sessional support in order
to receive some sort of treatment ‘to right their ills’ (Lea and Street, 1998, as cited
in Murray, 2016; p.437). This, as Murray (2016; p.437) continues, ‘not only has the
potential to disadvantage NS students [and highly proficient NNs] through failure
to recognize their language needs, but also risks stigmatizing, even marginalizing,
those NNS students who are struggling with language’.
The next reason cited in support of embedding in-sessional provision concerned
improving the accountability of universities in terms of supporting students with
their needs. As one subject specialist noted:
‘I think that they should be advertised, and they should be a part of a degree,
cause we don’t want to give students this message that we want your money,
but we want to help you if you want as well; I think it should be there in the
marketing material and in the initial correspondence when we acknowledge
students’ application or when we give a student an offer’.
Finally, the participants believed that embedding in-sessionals enhances the status
of EAP provision across the institution. As such, one in-sessional tutor stated: ‘I
think that would raise the profile of it [in-sessional EAP provision] certainly and
legitimise it more. It would certainly bring it into the central ground, unlike now
that it looks like a separate part of university ’. Murray (2016) also asserts that
EAP tutors’ expertise has remained largely unrecognised within higher education
institutions. He argues that this is mostly due to the fact that the work of EAP
tutors does not seem to ‘feed into credit-bearing courses and is widely seen as a
service or support activity that is incidental to the main work of the university
rather than as part of its core business’ (ibid; p.440). As mentioned above, when
embedded within degree programmes, greater opportunities emerge for EAP tutors
to align their work with course content and the demands of certain departments
and/or faculties. By creating such tangible relevance via close collaboration with
subject specialists, more possibilities arise for EAP tutors’ expertise and work to be
recognised and valued (ibid).
While there was a consensus among participants’ responses as to whether in-
sessional provision should be embedded, the findings showed mixed views regarding
whether or not provision should be credit-bearing. The following section provides a
discussion of these results.
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5.2.1.3 Course credit contribution
In terms of whether participation in in-sessionals counts towards degree credits,
only a small number of participating institutions indicated that their in-sessional
programmes carry credit (16%). Regarding whether the provision should be credit-
bearing, the participants took two different stances. On the one hand, some, partic-
ularly in-sessional tutors, believed that making in-sessionals credit-bearing boosts
students attendance. As one tutor remarked,
‘If these[in-sessional] were credit bearing and I believe it would solve the
problem of the attendance and everyone I am sure would benefit whether
they would perceive it as beneficial or not’. Another one added, ‘the credit
bearing ones are much more satisfying for the teacher because students are
more likely to turn up and the non-credit bearing students when they are busy
that is the first thing they stop coming to’.
On the other hand, there were reservations about making in-sessionals credit bear-
ing. One concern related to practicality issues and the fact of departments resisting
in-sessional EAP being credited as part of their courses. As one in-sessional tutor
stated,
‘We use to have two credit bearing units, there were two units; academic lan-
guage and literacy units and they were credit bearing on an MA programme,
but, only one of those is still going at the moment because the programme
needed the credits back for other units they considered as more important’.
Another concern related to the possibility that some students would enrol on the
course, not because they necessarily needed it but because it would be an easy way
to earn credits:
‘I worked on a module on my current job that tries to develop English lan-
guage proficiency plus academic skills at the same time and it is accredited,
a 15-credit module for students, some of the students, who take that course,
that is because they find it easier to get credit from, rather than genuinely
want to learn, so there are some pitfalls of that as well’.
In addition to the arguments participants posited for and against making in-
sessionals credit-bearing, some also shared suggestions, based on their current prac-
tices, for tackling potential issues arising as a result of making provision credit-
bearing. These were ‘making in-sessional EAP credit-bearing in collaboration with
another area such as academic skills development’, ‘offering them as additional
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awards’, and ‘giving them a small amount of credit’. Reflecting on good practice
within their own institution, one in-sessional tutor commented as follows:
‘Ok, one tutor from us [in-sessional provider] and somebody from the library
and one of the academic skills leads they did a joint presentation about a
module they did in computer science and it involved input from the library,
it involved language input and it involved the skills input, and it was credit
bearing you know and it sounded like a really really good model particularly
with all the varied kind of inputs, it seems to have worked really well, so it
is something we are taking off very slowly’.
To this, another in-sessional tutor added:
‘In our school we do quite a lot of credit bearing in-sessional and are moving
towards that and the one that works particularly well I think is through the
business school because they have a graduate award which means there is a
lot of extra activities that students can participate in regardless of whether
they are home or international; it doesn’t matter but if they participate in
four of them, they get an additional award and that includes in-sessional
courses for international students but it also includes working in seminars,
it includes the graduate ball, it includes social activities as well as academic
activities as well as employability activities so they have done a really good
job because they set out all the different things that students can take and it
is very easy for them to see and they promote, they only had to promote one
thing which is the graduate award program’.
As with Fenton-Smith and Humphrey’s results, the majority of participants per-
ceived credit-bearing post-entry EAP provision positively, especially taught post-
graduate students, who pay substantial tuition fees and are often required to com-
plete their degrees swiftly owing to professional commitments. For such a cohort,
a non-credit-bearing course of any kind would seem less attractive and not worth
the investment of time and effort. Considering the fact that taught postgraduate
students in the UK comprise the largest student population at postgraduate level,
pay high tuition fees and are required to complete their courses within a year (i.e.
full-time mode), overlooking their academic literacy needs suggests that universities
are not meeting their responsibility to respond to the needs of this large cohort.
5.2.2 Programme Design
The next set of characteristics investigated related to in-sessional courses and/or
programme design and included the orientation of in-sessionals (EGAP and/or
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ESAP), needs analysis, syllabus design and materials development, and the tim-
ing of provision (the duration of in-sessional provision and the times during the
academic year when it is available to students). In what follows, an analysis and
discussion of results relating to these features of in-sessional provision is presented.
5.2.2.1 The orientation and purpose: EGAP or ESAP
Regarding the orientation and purpose of in-sessional academic English provision
and whether it delivers general academic English or discipline-specific academic
English input, the results indicated that, while nearly half (43%) of the institutions
investigated offer both EGAP and ESAP, the remainder offer one or other these
types, with more (32%) offering general EAP. Given that the majority of EAP
definitions and best practice principles provided in the literature include discipline-
specificity as a fundamental feature (e.g. Hyland, 2006; and Alexander et al., 2008,
BALEAP, 2016), it was expected that the majority of in-sessional programmes would
offer in-sessionals with this orientation. However, according to the findings of the
study, there is still a significant discrepancy between EAP principles of best practice
and actual EAP practice regarding the specificity of in-sessional programmes. In
other words, despite many EAP practitioners advocating that EAP provision is
mostly effective when tailored to meet specific needs of different disciplines (e.g.
Hyland & Tse, 2007; Hyland, 2013; Krause, 2014; and Hyland et al., 2016), a
more generic approach to EAP is currently taken in many in-sessional programmes.
Possible explanations for this discrepancy could include one or more of the following:
(a) EAP tutors cannot identify and teach discipline-specific materials effectively,
(b) Discipline-specific English is difficult for non-native students at lower pro-
ficiency levels, and therefore a more generic EAP is required before students are
exposed to the more sophisticated discourses of their disciplines.
(c) EGAP follows a common-core approach to academic literacy, one claiming that
there are generic academic English skills that are transferable across all disciplines
(e.g. note-taking, writing essays, and participating in seminar discussion) (Dudley-
Evans and St John 1998: 41). The implication of this approach to EAP is that no
variation exists between the language forms, functions and discourses of the various
academic disciplines, and consequently there is little need for an ESAP approach
(Hutchison and Waters 1987: 165).
While such arguments may to some extent explain why EGAP is still the dominant
approach employed in in-sessional EAP programmes, there are others (e.g. Hyland
& Tse, 2007; Hyland 2013; Krause, 2014; Hyland et al., 2016) who argue strongly in
support of an ESAP approach. Given that in-sessional provision, in contrast to other
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EAP programmes (e.g. pre-sessional and foundation), is offered post-matriculation
while students are completing a degree course, the importance of ESAP becomes
even more acute.
First, this is because commercial English language test results (e.g. IELTS,
TOEFL and PTE) are still used as the principal − if not the only − means of
placing students into pre-entry EAP programmes (i.e. pre-sessional courses) (Rid-
ley, 2012), and these focus on EGAP. As a result, only those students who do not
meet the entry English language proficiency requirements are likely to gain access to
ESAP provision, while those who meet English language entry requirements or take
Pre-sessional courses that do not include tuition in the academic literacies of their
future disciplines are frequently deprived of such tuition unless it is embedded in
the curriculum, despite the fact they need to become conversant in those literacies.
Second, when in-sessional ESAP courses are offered alongside degree programmes,
they provide students with an opportunity to immediately link the academic litera-
cies offered in such programmes to their disciplinary contexts. However, in-sessional
provision that is predominantly guided by a ‘common-core’ approach to EAP, which
advocates the inclusion of language forms and study skills common to all disciplines
(Hyland, 2016), does not provide students with the academic literacies specific to
their disciplines and this can result in low student uptake and high attrition rates
(Lobo & Gurney, 2014; Fenton-Smith & Humphreys, 2015). This can be because of
the pressure students already experience in trying to meet their main-degree course
workload demands, which will often take priority over English language courses that
have little tangible relevance to those demands. As Murray points out, ‘students
are highly pragmatic and if they feel that in-sessional classes are merely offering
more of the kind of EGAP they studied at length prior to entry to university, they
will simply vote with their feet’ (2016; P.5). In addition, as Ellis (1999) proposes, a
second language is not necessarily learnt in a step-by-step fashion; rather, students
tend to learn those properties of language for which they have an immediate need.
Third, in the absence of ESAP in-sessional provision, the job of imparting disci-
plinary academic literacies is left to subject specialists and if that does not happen,
it will then be entirely left to students to pick up such literacies for themselves. Such
situations raise significant questions of accountability, for, as Hyland (2013) argues,
subject specialists are not familiar with literacy skills, and also frequently unwilling
to take responsibility for developing students’ disciplinary literacies. In fact, while
subject specialists continuously demonstrate such literacy skills, they may find it
difficult to articulate what they know and may not have the pedagogical skills to
impart that knowledge to students. EAP teachers, however, working in an ESAP
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context are required as part of their role to develop an understanding of the disci-
pline and its language and become literacy specialists. Their effort in understanding
and researching the conventions of the discipline will ultimately be acknowledged by
the corresponding departments and inevitably add to the status of EAP providers
within HE institutions (Hyland, 2016).
The analysis of the data obtained via follow-up interviews accords with the argu-
ments put forward above in favour of ESAP-oriented in-sessional provision. When
asked about the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes which are mainly EGAP-
oriented and offered as an optional extracurricular activity for students to drop in
whenever they need help with their academic English, many participants consid-
ered such provision as less effective, resulting in low student uptake. One reason
mentioned as a contributing factor to this low uptake was the lack of immediate
relevance to the content and course demands of various disciplines. As one subject
specialist participant commented:
‘. . . I don’t think academic development and things like critical thinking . . . can
happen in a vacuum; language is a vehicle, and if you, have got students
who are thinking all these wonderful thoughts and engaging at the high level,
but if they cannot express it, so I don’t understand why it is not embedded
already and it is not a matter of spoon feeding, because I know sometimes
there is that level at which this type of support works, and you think -well if
they can’t do this by the time they get to degree level- but we stopped doing
it at GCSE level, there are English or language lessons at early stages of
education whether we are talking about home or international students, but
they are no longer about developing your skills it is performative-if you like
this, you will get this grade - so you take students out of that context and
they have no idea how to apply these principles generally, and to me it makes
sense, you know at a point when they are independent and they can buy into
this and say I actually want to be able to do this properly and what better
way to add value to a degree, so say ok we are going to make sure that you
have the transferable skills as well . . . ’.
Taking an EGAP approach to EAP would appear to be simplistic and fails to
recognize that not only there is a good deal of variation between disciplines, but
also in perceptions of what are considered to be generic EAP skills (Krause, 2014).
As Krause observed in his study which investigated two groups of academics’ per-
spectives on generic academic skills, while some disciplinary patterns exist in terms
of generic academic skills, there are evident differences both within and between
disciplines when it comes to how such skills are valued by different academics. He
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concluded that ‘the territory represented by the generic skills debate is a potentially
troublesome one for academics no matter what their disciplinary tribe’ (ibid; p.15).
As an example, Krause’s findings showed confusion among academic from differ-
ent disciplines over the notion of ‘critical thinking’. Jones (2009) similarly argues
that ‘disciplinary knowledge’ and ‘epistemological contexts’ influence how critical
thinking is defined in different disciplinary communities.
Contextualizing language forms and study skills within disciplinary contexts helps
motivate students to take part in in-sessional EAP provision, for they can discern
the link between the content of such programmes and their immediate disciplinary
needs (Hyland, 2016). As mentioned earlier, many EAP practitioners also consider
a course tailored to the specific needs of a discipline as the most successful type of
EAP course (e.g. Hyland, 2002; Sloan & Porter, 2010).
In addition to the issue of relevance, as argued earlier, generic EAP in-sessionals
follow a deficit model, one which considers such programmes as adjunct remedial ser-
vices suitable for those students who struggle with understanding their disciplinary
discourse owing to their imperfect English proficiency (Hyland, 2016). Many stu-
dent participants in this study saw this as discouraging. As one student participant
remarked,
‘. . . when you come in the university and they are saying to you - and these
are what we are going to do and yada yada yada − they should full ground
it [the in-sessional] then so that when it comes up later on, it is not the first
time, and also to minimize the potential stigma that some people might feel
because they think it is not for them so that could be counter acted there’.
As Murray (2016) suggests, ‘by conceptualizing students’ language development
epistemologically through understanding the expectations and thus requirements of
individual disciplines, student writing is seen less in terms of what is good and bad
practice according to a monolithic, universally applicable view of academic English,
and more in terms of a process of gradually becoming acquainted with particular
disciplinary practices’ (p.3). Such a discipline-specific perspective on in-sessional
EAP provision, ‘distances the development of English language within higher ed-
ucation from the notion of deficit with which it has, for many, been traditionally
associated’ (ibid).
Nurturing these discipline specific literacies, therefore, can help students to com-
municate effectively within their discipline community as well as increase their pro-
ductivity and academic achievement. However, it requires considerable resources to
provide such support. This might be another possible explanation for why, despite
EAP best practice principles recommending the inclusion of a discipline-specific ap-
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proach to EAP provision, the findings of this study suggest that specificity remains
absent from in-sessional provision in many British universities, leaving mainly EGAP
provision as an extracurricular activity and an adjunct to main-degree programmes.
5.2.2.2 Syllabus design, timing, materials development and needs anal-
ysis
The next aspects of in-sessional provision focused on in the study concerned needs
analysis, course and/or programme syllabus design, timing, and materials develop-
ment. In relation to timing, the study’s findings showed that different institutions
provide these programmes at different times of the academic year: semester/term 1
only (38%); terms 1 and 2 only (7%); and year-round (55%). Furthermore, there was
variation in the number of hours of in-sessional provision offered per week, ranging
from 2 to 8.
The analysis of the responses to the question investigating syllabus design showed
that at least half of in-sessional programmes offered by those universities which
participated in this study use a skill-based syllabus. According to Tarey (1988), a
skill-based syllabus in language teaching is one which groups ‘linguistic competen-
cies (pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar, and discourse) together into generalized
types of behaviour, such as listening to spoken language for the main idea, writing
well-formed paragraphs, giving effective oral presentations, and so on’ (1988; P.3).
According to this syllabus, the primary purpose of a language course is to learn
specific skills. In the context of EAP, a skill-based syllabus is one which focuses on
particular macro-skills such as academic writing and reading (Flowerdew and Pea-
cock, 2001). While using this type of syllabus can be helpful in improving students’
language skills in general, it raises the question of to what extent it is shaped to re-
flect the specific discipline demands in terms of the four skills (Dudley-Evans, 2001).
In other words, a skill-based syllabus which adopts the ‘study skills model’, ‘sees
writing and literacy as primarily an individual and cognitive skill’ (Lea and Street,
2006; 369). An in-sessional programme that uses such a syllabus provides content
which focuses only on the generic aspects of skills that are generalizable across dif-
ferent disciplines (e.g. note taking in listening or generic paragraph structures in
writing), and assumes that students can independently transfer such knowledge to
their own academic context (ibid). Given that the findings of this study showed
that most in-sessional programmes investigated provide EGAP provision, it is likely
that these skills-based syllabi provide generic aspects of each skill they address. In
fact, a closer analysis of the data showed that of the 39% of in-sessional programmes
which indicated that they are EGAP oriented, all of them use a skill-based syllabus.
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In terms of materials development, the results revealed that nearly all of the par-
ticipating institutions (91%) develop in-house materials based on their students’
needs, with only a very small number of institutions (9%) referring to the use of au-
thentic materials in students’ respective degree courses. These findings suggest that
the current practices are not in line with suggestions in the literature regarding the
use of specific disciplinary content in EAP provision. As recent genre and discourse
research has shown, given the ‘significant variations between disciplines’ (Flowerdew
and Peacock, 2001; 225), there is a need for the inclusion of specific discipline work
in EAP programmes (Olsen and Huckin, 1990; Dudley-Evans, 1994). Moreover, as
Brinton et al. argue, ‘simply ‘contextualising’ an EAP lesson is not enough; the
basis of EAP teaching should be the authentic texts that students have to assim-
ilate [in their discipline]’ (1989; P.1 as cited in Dudley-Evans 2001; p.225). While
advocating teaching language skills and academic content concurrently, Brinton et
al. suggest that through such concurrent teaching and use of materials, ‘students
can respond orally to reading and lectures and reading materials’. Furthermore,
such a concurrent format ‘recognises that academic writing follows from listening
and reading, and thus requires students to synthesise facts and ideas from multiple
sources as preparation for writing’ (Brinton et al., 1989; P.2 as cited in as cited in
Dudley-Evans, 2001).
Flowerdew and Peacock emphasise the important role of needs analysis in materi-
als development and consider that as, ‘the necessary point of departure for syllabus,
tasks and materials’ in order to ‘fine-tune the curriculum to the specific needs of the
learner[s]’ (2001; p.178). With 90% of in-sessional programmes using needs analysis
as the basis for materials development, these findings suggest that in terms of includ-
ing needs analysis in materials development, current in-sessional practices are in line
with EAP best practice principles. The question worth pondering here, however, is
how such needs are identified. Are they identified based on predictions about the
type of language and study skills students are going to be needing for their tertiary
education, or are they diagnosed based on a more systematic approach consisting of
an analysis of the target needs based on an identified target situation analysis such
as their discipline discourses and genres (the kind of needs analysis model proposed
by Munby, 1978)? In addition to the sophistication of the needs analysis mecha-
nisms used to collect information regarding students learning needs, the question
also arises as to from whom such information is collected. In other words, are such
analyses based mainly on an analysis of the target uses of the language made by
in-sessional tutors, whether generic or specific, or do they involve subject specialists
and students in diagnosing such needs as well? An examination of the data related
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to needs analysis mechanisms used in in-sessional provision and to the nature and
degree of collaboration between in-sessional EAP staff and subject specialists (please
see the following section) can help provide responses to these two questions.
Regarding the needs analysis mechanisms used, results revealed that slightly more
than half of participating institutions (51%) use a combination of pre-sessional or
foundation end-of-course reports and classroom-based needs analysis, while the re-
mainder reported using no mechanisms. As for involving learners in identifying
their own needs, the responses of many participants from the three participant
groups showed that the extent to which students are asked about their needs is a
crucial factor in determining the effectiveness of any needs analysis methods. Lack
of student participation in needs analysis, as a majority of participants stated, can
consequently result in making assumptions about their needs which might be incor-
rect. As one student suggested:
‘. . . I think that needs are normally addressed from the teacher’s perspective,
so they end up imagining those needs, creating those needs, those needs are
barely researched from students and especially in their own words, it is usu-
ally from tutor’s perspective, so it is important to give students voice and
listen to them and see what they need, it needs to be researched . . . ’.
In addition, as mentioned above, a sophisticated needs analysis mechanism re-
quires an analysis of the target needs− in this case discipline-specific course demands
− based on an identified target situation (Munby, 1978). While using in-house end-
of-course test results for pre-sessional or foundation programmes can, in comparison
with pre-entry EAP commercial tests, provide an ‘improved understanding of the
construct of EAP’ due to ‘their length and close connection to a specific curriculum’
(ibid; P.6), when used as the only means of determining access and/or needs, the
academic literacy needs of a considerable proportion of students whose admission
is not conditional on attending the pre-entry EAP courses (i.e. native speakers and
highly proficient second-language users of English) will be overlooked. Consider-
ing that students come to their degree courses with different degrees of familiarity
with the academic conventions and literacies of their disciplines, ‘the development
of those literacies needs to be seen as an integral part of student learning; that is
learning for all students, in higher education’ (Murray, 2016; p.3). A comprehensive
needs analysis method, one which screens the academic literacy needs of all stu-
dents, can help universities improve their accountability towards all students’ needs.
The findings suggest that triangulating the opinions from various stakeholders (e.g.
subject specialists and students) and assessment instruments (e.g. post-enrolment
needs analysis tests) is required in order to effectively conduct needs analyses for
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in-sessional provision if it that provision is to offer comprehensive support that ad-
dresses the needs of students from various linguistic backgrounds (i.e. NNS, highly
proficient NNS and NS) and degree levels (e.g. undergraduate, postgraduate taught,
and postgraduate research).
5.2.2.3 The nature and extent of collaboration between EAP tutors and
subject specialists
The results of the study concerning collaboration between in-sessional staff and
subject specialists showed that half of in-sessional programmes referred to having
some form of collaboration with subject specialists. Such collaboration was reported
to be mainly limited to materials selection and not materials design and/or team
teaching. The other half, however, reported no collaboration at all. As Dudley-
Evans suggests, ‘an EAP teacher can only deliver such work [EAP teaching] effec-
tively if he or she has the active co-operation of subject teachers’ (2001; P.226).
Moreover, while the results showed that more than half of institutions use some
form of collaboration, in many cases such collaboration is limited to ‘seeking infor-
mation from the department about the content of the courses, the tasks required
of students, the expectations of the department and its related discourse commu-
nity about the nature of communication in the subject’ − a level of collaboration
Dudley-Evans defines as ‘co-operation’ (p. 226). Dudley-Evans proposes that a sys-
tematic collaboration between EAP staff and subject specialists may occur at three
levels: co-operation (materials selection), collaboration (materials design) and team-
teaching. The findings of this study regarding the collaboration between in-sessional
EAP staff and subject specialists, however, suggest that while there seems to be a
growing understanding of the importance of collaboration between in-sessional staff
and subject specialists in the design and delivery of in-sessional provision, there still
exists a significant gap between what EAP theorists advocate regarding collabora-
tion and what they actually do.
5.2.3 Characteristics of students and in-sessional tutors
The next set of characteristics of in-sessional provision included the characteristics
of student cohorts to whom the provision provides support, as well as those teachers
offering such support.
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5.2.3.1 In-sessional students
In terms of the cohort(s) to which such provision is available, analysis of the results
showed that 50 per cent of the institutions surveyed offer in-sessional provision to
all categories of students (international, home, EU) regardless of their language
background (NS and NNS), while the other half make provision available only to
certain cohorts (e.g. NNS; international and EU students or international, EU and
home students for whom English is not a native language). In addition, a majority
of institutions (86%) stated that they do not provide different (tailored) in-sessional
provision for student cohorts at different degree levels.
With half of institutions offering the in-sessional provision to all categories of
students regardless of their language backgrounds (i.e. NS or NNS), these findings
show a transition from offering in-sessional provision exclusively to NNS to opening
it up to all students. As shown in previous chapters, such a transition was also
observed in best practice principles documents such as BALEAP’s Accreditation
Scheme handbook where in the new edition published in 2016 the eligibility criteria
for the scheme have changed from ‘full time courses designed for international stu-
dents’ to help them with the language and study skills required for higher education
in an English-speaking context’, to ‘any course or programme which is designed
to prepare students with the academic literacy and study competence required for
further or higher education or research through the medium of English’ (BALEAP,
2016; p.4).
While such a transition shows a tendency towards making in-sessional provision
more inclusive, a question worth pondering is whether the necessary measures have
been taken by in-sessional providers to prepare for such inclusivity and to effec-
tively cater for the needs of all students from various educational and language
backgrounds. As shown earlier in this chapter and in relation to the orientation of
in-sessional provision (i.e. EGAP or ESAP), the findings of this study revealed that
when institutions are looked at collectively EGAP is still the orientation that pre-
dominates and as such it does not adequately address the specific needs of students,
despite its becoming increasingly available to all students. As Murray (2016; p.438)
suggests,
‘most of them[students] do not need or want is more of the same general
EAP or study skills diet; instead, as many very quickly realize, they require
a working understanding of the particular literacies that will enable them to
negotiate the immediate and particular demands of their studies: to complete
coursework assignments (for example business reports, critical syntheses of
biology research articles, a presentation of a legal defence case, etc.)’.
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As Lobo and Gurney (2014) observe, failing to address such specific needs results
in experiencing significant attrition following oversubscription to EAP provision at
the beginning of the academic year. In fact, when asked whether they had ceased
attending an in-sessional programme, 58% of the student participants in this study
who responded in the affirmative stated that the reason was that the content of the
classes was irrelevant to their degree course demands and their particular individual
needs.
As for the other half of institutions offering in-sessional provision to international,
EU and home students for whom English is not a first language, these findings
suggest that many EAP in-sessional providers follow a deficit model, one which con-
siders these programmes as remedial services targeted at those students struggling
with their study demands, not because they are new to their discipline community,
but because they are insufficiently skilled users of English. As such, the implication
is that support is required because English is a second language for them or because
they have not developed the requisite proficiency in the language (Hyland, 2016;
Murray 2017). As noted earlier, such a remedial extracurricular support-service
approach to EAP in-sessional provision advocates the use of generic provision, con-
centrating largely on language forms (e.g. focusing on formal features of language
such as sentence construction, grammar and punctuation) and study skills (Lea and
Street, 1998). As the findings of this study also showed, while nearly half of the
institutions investigated offer both EGAP and ESAP, the remainder offer one or
other of these types, with more offering general EAP.
As shown above, at least half of the responding in-sessional course leaders/coordinators
claimed that the content of their in-sessional programmes mainly consists of EGAP
based on a study-skills approach, and which defines a finite list of common language
functions and study skills that are viewed as generalizable across all disciplines.
While such an approach to EAP in-sessionals may make the provision appear more
accessible to a wider range of students from different disciplines and at different de-
gree levels, it nevertheless only addresses the presupposed needs of students based
on a finite number of transferable study skills, and cannot address the particular
academic literacies students require in order to engage with the discourses and gen-
res pertaining to their specific disciplines (Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001). This
suggests, once again, that the ‘common-core’ approach (Dudley-Evans, 2001; p.225)
to in-sessional provision is still the most ubiquitous.
In terms of which students have access to provision, the results showed that a
majority of institutions (78%) make in-sessional support available to all levels (e.g.
undergraduate, postgraduate taught and postgraduate research). In addition, a ma-
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jority of institutions stated that they do not provide different (tailored) in-sessional
provision for student cohorts at different degree levels (i.e. 59% of in-sessionals offer
similar content). Considering the different needs of students studying at different
degree levels, these findings suggest that while provision is accessible to students
regardless of their degree level, it does not offer content that would suit the different
needs of students at these levels. As one subject specialist commented,
‘for some cohorts like undergraduate or some MA taught, it should be the
students start from the beginning and they are the same cohort to the end, so
you have the same group, you work with them and you understand their needs
and requirements, but ,as I said, there are students, particularly among PGR
students, that are over confident when they arrive, maybe they need some help
during the year, so drop-in sessions would be a good idea for them’.
5.2.3.2 In-sessional teaching staff
Three aspects of in-sessional staff were investigated: their employment status,
their degree and teaching qualifications, and their familiarity with the content and
demands of those disciplines with which they were engaged as EAP teachers. In
relation to employment, the analysis of the demographic information collected from
in-sessional staff revealed that nearly two-thirds are employed on full-time contracts,
with more than half enjoying permanent contracts. The findings reveal that the
number of both full-time and permanent contracts has doubled within two decades,
in comparison with the findings of a study conducted by Cownie and Addison in
1992 when 39% of tutors were employed on full-time contracts, 61% on part-time
contracts, 26% on permanent contracts, and 74% on temporary contracts. As they
concluded, in-sessional providers need to take action regarding the employment of
in-sessional staff in an attempt to improve the overall quality of in-sessional pro-
vision. It can be argued that the employment status and conditions of academic
English in-sessional staff reflect how committed institutions have been to creating
high-quality in-sessional provision (Cownie & Addison, 2006). The findings of this
study regarding in-sessional tutors employment status should, however, been taken
cautiously as there is possibility that those tutors on temporary, fractional or hourly
paid contracts were less likely to be reached by the survey as universities may not
share any contact information for these staff on their website.
Regarding in-sessional qualifications, the results revealed that a majority of in-
sessional teaching staff hold a postgraduate degree − either an MA or a PhD in
TESOL or a related subject such as Applied Linguistics. Half hold a non-ELT un-
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dergraduate degree. In addition, half of the tutors indicated that they hold at least
one type of teaching qualification such as a CELTA or DELTA, or a non-ELT teach-
ing qualification such as a PGCE. These results also suggest that teacher profiles
regarding their academic qualifications meet the guidelines provided in the BALEAP
Accreditation Scheme handbook (2016). According to this handbook, EAP tutors
are expected to have an undergraduate or postgraduate degree in either a relevant
subject focus or an EAP/ELT/Applied linguistics focus. As for their teaching qual-
ification, however, they are required to have an ELT teaching qualification such as
Cambridge English or Trinity certificate or diploma (e.g. CELTA, DELTA, and
certTESOL) while there is no mention of PGCE. The question worth pondering
here is to what extent such university and teaching qualifications provide training
regarding specific discipline literacies.
As for in-sessional tutors’ familiarity with the academic literacies and demands of
disciplines from which they receive students, half of these tutors considered them-
selves to be familiar with the subject discipline they teach, while the other half
considered themselves to be unfamiliar with it. In terms of ways to make them-
selves familiar with different discipline content and demands, the majority (70%)
indicated that they gain familiarity through self-training. The second most common
way of familiarizing themselves with discipline-specific content is through a relevant
job (e.g. working in a science lab and being familiar with technical terminology
related to lab tools), while the third is through completing a relevant degree and/or
training (e.g. relevant subject focus in undergraduate or postgraduate, Teaching
English for Academic Purposes (TEAP) certificates and TEAP PG programmes).
Seeking familiarity with academic literacies of different disciplines via such meth-
ods suggest that the teaching qualifications mentioned above as well as university
degrees in ELT or Applied Linguistics, seem not to provide training on discipline
specific literacies to EAP tutors. As for self-training methods, these included learn-
ing from students (e.g. asking students about their essay rubrics and how they are
assessed in their main degree courses), from researching departmental teaching ma-
terials and documentation, attending the lectures in main degree courses, students’
main-course written work, and finally seeking assistance from subject specialists in
other departments. These findings suggest that, anywhere it exists, collaboration
tends not to be a systematic practice instituted and managed by in-sessional direc-
tors/managers and degree-course leaders. Instead, it largely remains an individual
endeavor, mostly initiated by in-sessional tutors and on an ad hoc basis, in response
to a need for familiarization with the discipline-specific content they need to draw
on in their teaching. In addition, the analysis of the in-sessional staff responses to
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the survey open-ended item regarding factors improving in-sessional effectiveness
showed that, ‘collaboration with other departments’ and ‘embedding in-sessional
programmes in degree courses’ were the top two frequently mentioned factors in
their responses.
According to these findings, current practices in terms of collaboration between
in-sessional EAP providers and other departments are not in line with best practice
principles suggested in the literature. In the BALEAP Accreditation Scheme hand-
book (2016), for example, and according to the guidelines provided in this handbook
regarding the assessment criterion related to the institutional context (i.e. how an
EAP programme is integrated within wider institution), ‘course Directors will nur-
ture relationships with receiving departments, in order to understand the academic
culture and work in receiving departments’ (2016; P.13). When considering the level
of familiarity of in-sessional EAP tutors with the content and demands of disciplines
from which they receive students, the importance of collaboration between them-
selves and the subject specialists, as a means to improve familiarity, becomes even
more pressing. As mentioned above, providing conditions in which in-sessional tu-
tors can systematically collaborate with subject specialists in order to improve the
quality of provision by ensuring greater relevance and responsiveness to students’
needs is perhaps the most important next step EAP providers need to consider.
The findings of this study suggest that, while in terms of in-sessional teacher
profiles, there have been improvements to teacher employment conditions, greater
consideration is needed regarding their familiarity with discipline content through
more extensive and systematic collaboration with subject specialists. As many in-
sessional staff mentioned in their interviews, a lack of collaboration between subject
specialists and in-sessional tutors’ results in teachers having to predict, often inac-
curately, the content and academic requirements of degree courses and devise their
lessons accordingly. All in-sessional and subject specialists interviewed in this study
unanimously believed that in order to ensure a high degree of alignment between in-
sessional course content and that of degree courses when determining the content of
these programmes, collaboration must be fostered between in-sessional programme
staff and subject specialists. In this regard, one in-sessional tutor reported:
‘you [the in-sessional tutor] need to have it organised by the institutions, so
it is not just you on your own approaching subject specialists and saying -can
I come in and get some advice from you-, so that doesn’t work’.
As stated previously, in order for collaboration to be effective, it needs to be
systematic; yet there was a widespread feeling among participants − especially the
in-sessional staff − that it is ad hoc. According to the responses to the inter-
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view question regarding collaboration, it tends not to happen or to be less effective
because it is not arranged by senior in-sessional management and because it is time-
consuming for in-sessional tutors to locate and consult with the relevant subject
specialists in the department(s). Secondly, such self-initiated efforts to connect with
subject specialists often result in either no response or a perceived lack of respect for
the in-sessional tutor, coupled with a lack of understanding and/or acknowledgement
of their role and expertise. This lack of understanding often results in an unequal
power relationship between subject specialists and in-sessional staff, in which the
latter assumes ‘the butler’s stance’ (Raimes, 1991). In addition, as some subject
specialists stated in their interviews, in the absence of any clearly defined roles for
in-sessional staff and subject specialists working collaboratively, given the already
hectic timetables and work demands on the part of the subject specialists, there is
usually reluctance or uncertainty in becoming involved in such a partnership.
These findings are commensurate with the three conditions Dudley-Evans (2001)
proposes as essential to building a successful collaboration. According to these
guidelines, in a successful collaboration the role of the EAP tutor and the subject
specialist should be clearly defined, while the demands on the time of the subject
specialists should be specified and limited. Moreover, the EAP tutor and the sub-
ject specialists should be made aware of and respect each other’s expertise and
professionalism (Dudley-Evans, ibid). In the absence of such type of collaboration,
one wonders how realistic it is to expect EAP tutors to demonstrate the ability to
‘help students find their way into the writing and speaking practices of their dis-
ciplines and institutions’ (BALEAP, 2008) − a core competency of a professional
EAP practitioner listed in the BALEAP competency framework for EAP teachers.
5.2.4 Assessment
The final characteristic of in-sessional provision investigated in this study related
to assessment practices. This included assessment, if any, to determine access to
the provision, as well as any forms of assessment during in-sessional programmes.
What follows, provides discussion on these aspects investigated.
5.2.4.1 Mechanisms used to determine access to in-sessional provision
In terms of the methods used to determine students’ access to EAP in-sessional
provision, the majority of participating in-sessional leaders/coordinators (71%) indi-
cated that they use different means, including Secure English Language Test (SELT)
results, pre-sessional end-of-course evaluation reports and in-house diagnostic tests.
153
The remainder reported no use of such mechanisms, suggesting that provision is
available to any student and attendance is optional. If determining access to in-
sessional programmes is based on predictions about the TLU based solely on SELTs,
given the reductionist nature of these tests, such predictions will be very limited
because, owing to practical and administration constraints surrounding such large-
scale tests, they can only include a limited sample of disciplinary genres (Schmitt
and Hamp-Lyons, 2015). On the other hand, while using in-house end-of-course
test results for pre-sessional or foundation programmes can provide an ‘improved
understanding of the construct of EAP’ due to ‘their length and close connection to
a specific curriculum’ (ibid; P.6), when used as the only means to determine access
and/or students’ needs (i.e. as screening and diagnostic mechanisms respectively),
they can result in institutions failing to notice the academic literacy needs of a con-
siderable proportion of students whose admission is not conditional on attending the
pre-entry EAP courses. While EAP has been initially considered a strand of En-
glish as a second or foreign language and, therefore, mainly targeted at international
students, the need to use English language needs analysis tests originally designed
for L2 users of English for all students is gaining greater currency in order to meet
legislative requirements regarding equality of access to higher education and to sup-
port mechanisms once students have commenced their studies (Read, 2015). This
situation requires EAP to be redefined in such a way that it is capable of including a
broader range of students, including both NNSs, at the minimum accepted English
proficiency level for HE studies (i.e. CEFR B2), as well as NSs and highly proficient
NNSs (e.g. CEFR C2+).
5.2.4.2 Methods used to assess students’ progress in in-sessional pro-
grammes
In relation to other forms of assessment during and at the end of in-sessional
programmes (i.e. progress tests and achievement tests respectively), the analysis
of the relevant data showed that nearly all institutions use a form of continuous
classroom-based assessment, including portfolios, projects, observations and self-
assessment. While there has been a growth in end-of-course in-house EAP tests
for pre-entry EAP courses, the findings of this study show that the same situation
does not apply to post-entry in-sessional EAP programmes. The fact that, in many
cases, in-sessional programmes are neither compulsory nor credit-bearing probably
explains the lack of any independent mid- or end-of-course assessment in in-sessional
provision. This lack, however, is not a deficit per se, as Schmitt and Hamp-Lyons
note, since ‘classroom-based and coursework-style achievement assessments provide
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the opportunity to gather many more observations of what students can and cannot
do in relation to the aims and objectives of a course, and thus can provide a richer
data source than a proficiency test when making high-stakes decisions about student
progression onto degree programmes’ (2015; P.7).
5.2.5 Characteristics of in-sessional provision: summary
The aims of this research study were twofold: to investigate the characteristics of
existing in-sessional EAP provision offered across British universities and to evaluate
the effectiveness of that provision. The first part of this chapter provided a detailed
analysis and discussion of results related to the characteristics of the in-sessional,
including principles underlying the design and delivery of the provision. The next
section will provide an in-depth analysis and discussion of the results related to the
evaluation of the efficacy of this provision.
5.3 The Evaluation of the Effectiveness of In-sessional
Provision
As mentioned earlier, this research study focused on both the characteristics and
the effectiveness of in-sessional academic provision across British universities, in an
attempt to elicit a picture of in-sessional EAP provision currently provided across a
large sample of UK universities. The previous section linked those features of cur-
rent in-sessional EAP provision investigated in this study to theories of best practice
in EAP, as well as to perceptions of the effectiveness of the provision held by those
stakeholders who participated in the study. The remainder of this chapter will
present a further discussion of the effectiveness of in-sessional EAP provision, par-
ticularly in terms of the five effectiveness criteria adopted for this purpose, namely
adequacy, relevance, needs analysis, position and accessibility. It will do so by link-
ing the results from Phase Two to the existing literature on EAP best practice and
by synthesising this data set with that of Phase One. In addition, the criteria on
which the participants based their evaluation will also be presented and discussed
in detail.
5.3.1 Summary of the results
The effectiveness of UK universities’ in-sessional provision was investigated by
exploring the perceptions of students, academic subject specialists and in-sessional
EAP staff (i.e. tutors and in-sessional programme directors of studies/coordinators).
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In addition to investigating the perceptions of these three groups of participants,
the criteria they invoked in their evaluation of in-sessional EAP programmes were
also examined.
In relation to participants’ perceptions of the effectiveness of in-sessional pro-
grammes, the descriptive analysis of participants’ responses to the Likert-scale items
used in the online survey indicated that the negative and the positive perceptions to-
wards the overall effectiveness of the academic in-sessional programmes were equally
distributed, with half (50%) below and half above the mean. While such findings
suggest that, overall, the evaluation by the three participating groups of the effec-
tiveness of in-sessional EAP provision is not significantly positive or negative when
it comes to participants’ views on individual aspects of the effectiveness of the pro-
vision (i.e. Accessibility, Adequacy, Position, Relevance and Needs analysis mecha-
nisms of the in-sessional programmes), mixed results were observed. According to
the findings, there was a statistically significant difference between the five com-
posite scores for these effectiveness constructs, as determined by one-way ANOVA
(F (3,1397) = 75.93, p = .000). A Tukey post hoc test revealed that Accessibility
was perceived significantly more positively by all participants than the other four
constructs. Another statistical difference was observed between Adequacy and Po-
sition, with Position being perceived significantly more positively than Adequacy.
No significant differences, however, were observed among Adequacy, Relevance and
Needs Analysis mechanisms, leaving the three with the lowest scores as the least
positively perceived constructs, respectively.
In addition to the overall composite score for each of the five evaluation criteria,
composite scores for each participating group were also calculated separately and
compared among the three groups. According to these results, while the Accessibil-
ity criterion score was above the mean for all three participant groups, mixed results
were observed among the groups in terms of the Position and Needs analysis evalua-
tion criteria. According to these results, the composite score for Position was above
the mean for students and subject specialists (i.e. non-EAP lecturers) but below the
mean for EAP-in-sessional staff, suggesting that this group of participants have the
least positive view of the way in which provision is positioned within universities.
Needs Analysis composite scores, on the other hand, were below the mean for both
the in-sessional staff and the subject specialists, with only those of the students
being slightly higher and above the mean. While mixed results were observed re-
garding Position and Needs Analysis composite scores among the three groups, the
scores for the two remaining evaluation criteria (i.e. Relevance and Adequacy) were
all below the mean for all the three participant groups, leaving these two evaluation
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criteria as the least positively perceived aspects of in-sessional provision.
Finally, the results of the ANOVA tests of comparison yielded no significant differ-
ence for any of the five tests (a comparison test among the three groups per criterion)
with the exception of Position. According to this test of comparison, there was a
statistically significant difference ANOVA (F (2,7.89) = 75.93, p = .000 between
the three groups in terms of their Position composite scores, with in-sessional staff
having the significantly lowest composite score for Position than those of the stu-
dents and the other subject specialists. According to these findings, the in-sessional
staff group appears to be the least satisfied with how in-sessional provision is posi-
tioned within universities. The analysis of the effect size, however, yielded a small
difference among the three groups.
In what follows, a discussion of the observed significant differences regarding each
of the five constructs used to measure the effectiveness of academic English in-
sessional programmes, as well as the comparison test results referred to above, will
be presented, starting with the least positively perceived construct (i.e. Adequacy)
and ending with the most positively perceived (i.e. Accessibility).
5.3.2 Adequacy
It is interesting to note that the analysis of the responses to the first open-ended
item in the online survey (i.e. Overall, do you think the academic English support of-
fered at your institution is effective? Please specify factors that need to be considered
to make it more effective? ) showed that adequacy was the factor most frequently re-
ferred to by respondents. Among the responses, two recurring evaluation sub-criteria
in participants’ responses were observed: ‘Sufficient self-study online resources’ and
‘Sufficient support for different needs’. The analysis of this set of responses also
revealed that these different needs can be classified into two groups, namely, needs
based on proficiency level, and needs related to different academic degree level (e.g.
undergraduate, postgraduate taught and postgraduate research). While the former
refers to the level of materials used throughout in-sessional classes, in terms of its
suitability for more proficient users of English, the latter concerns the relevance to
degree course demands of input provided in these classes, as well as the format of the
programme (i.e. a course or one-to-one tuition), based on the type of support stu-
dents at different levels may need. According to the same results, it seems that less
support is available for students at postgraduate level, particularly PhD students.
Likewise, analysis of responses to the interview questions regarding the adequacy
of the in-sessional programmes reinforces the above findings. Among the emerging
factors contributing to the effectiveness of in-sessionals was the need for one-to-one
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support. Many participants referred to having writing centres that offer one-to-one
tutorials to help students, particularly PhD students, with their written work, as a
means of adequately addressing students’ needs at different degree levels.
These findings concerning adequacy are consistent with those of the study con-
ducted by Cownie and Addison in 1992, a report of which was published in 2006.
In their nationwide survey of the nature of EAP provision in the UK (including
pre-sessional and in-sessional), they drew four conclusions, among them the fact
that EAP programmes are inadequate both at university level (e.g. lack of subject
specific provision) and in language support programmes (e.g. lack of adequate full-
time staff to cover all students’ needs). The principal factor contributing to this
inadequacy was lack of sufficient resources, particularly in terms of staffing, with
the survey concluding that ‘it is likely that the quality of support given to students
will suffer if the staff providing the service do not enjoy good working conditions,
including adequate resources and institutional support’ (ibid; 224).
What is surprising, and perhaps troubling, is that over the two decades following
the survey’s publication, the evaluations of EAP in-sessional provision in this study
yield broadly similar results. In summary, the findings generated by this study show
that the low adequacy score for in-sessional provision is due mainly to the following
factors:
• Lack of differentiation for students studying at different degree levels (less
support for PGs, especially PhDs)
• Lack of tailoring of provision according to students proficiency levels, the main
and often sole focus being on less proficient users of English)
• Lack of one-to-one mentor support (need for more human resources and space
to discuss individual problems concerning academic English language
• Lack of subject-specific published teaching resources (both for teaching and
learning purposes)
• Lack of subject-specific published and online ‘self-access’ resources
5.3.3 Relevance
In terms of the Relevance of in-sessional programmes to degree course content
and assessment, the quantitative results drawn from the responses to the Likert
scales showed that in-sessional provision was considered as less effective in terms
of the relevance it has to a degree course’s content and demands. In addition, the
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responses to the open-ended items in the online survey (i.e. Overall, do you think
the academic English support offered at your institution is effective? Please specify
factors that need to be considered to make it more effective.) showed that, after
Adequacy, Relevance was the second most frequently referred to factor contributing
to the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes. By ‘relevance’, participants mainly
referred to the relevance of in-sessional content to particular degree courses.
Similarly, in terms of participants’ responses to the open-ended item asking par-
ticipants to describe effective in-sessional provision (How would you define effective
in-sessional provision? You can respond in single words, phrases or sentences.),
the word frequency query analysis showed that the word ‘subject’ and the phrase
‘subject academic’ were among the five most frequently cited words when referring
to factors contributing to the effectiveness of an in-sessional programme. The anal-
ysis of the complete responses showed that these two words were mainly invoked
in sentences in conjunction with other words and phrases, such as ‘transferable to
subject area’, and ‘discipline-specific support’.
While the findings above suggest that, according to the stakeholders surveyed in
this study, a close correlation between in-sessional content and discipline content and
demands is an important factor determining the effectiveness of in-sessional provi-
sion, there is a lack of such relevance in current in-sessional provision. As shown
in the first part of this chapter (i.e. characteristics of in-sessional provision), re-
garding the orientation of in-sessional provision (i.e. EGAP and ESAP), the results
demonstrated that only a quarter of responding institutions offer English for spe-
cific academic purposes (ESAP). As for principles underlying syllabus design in such
programmes, the results also showed that just a quarter of participating in-sessional
providers use a discipline genre/discourse-based syllabus. This type of syllabus is
closely associated with the ‘academic socialization’ model, and is ‘concerned with
students’ acculturation into disciplinary and subject-based discourses and genres’
(Lea and Street, 2006; 369). A genre-based syllabus takes into account disciplinary
discourses and genres, providing content which helps students to learn and under-
stand ‘the ground rules of a particular academic discourse’ (ibid; 369). The findings
of this study also showed that the majority of participating institutions use a skill-
based syllabus. Unlike the specific discipline genre/discourse-based syllabus, this
syllabus focuses on macro-skills (e.g. academic writing and reading) from a generic
perspective (Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001). According to these findings, the lack of
ESAP in the majority of in-sessional programmes explains the low composite score
for the effectiveness of in-sessionals in terms of Relevance. It also helps to explain
why Relevance is among the five most frequently mentioned factors contributing to
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the overall effectiveness of in-sessionals.
In addition to the relevance of in-sessional content to degree course content, two
new evaluation criteria in relation to relevance emerged from the analysis of the
interview responses: ‘need for involvement of other subjects teaching staff’ in the
provision, and ‘having a more dynamic and changeable in-sessional provision allow-
ing for accommodating students’ feedback based on their needs’. These findings
show that, while relevance between in-sessional content and degree-course content
is crucial to the effectiveness of such programmes, how it is established is also im-
portant. In addition, whether the in-sessional course structure is dynamic enough
to allow for changes to its content based on specific needs of different groups of stu-
dents attending the course was also among other factors determining effectiveness of
in-sessionals in relation to their relevance to degree courses’ content and demands.
As for creating relevance between in-sessional content and degree-course content,
many in-sessional staff stated in their interviews that a lack of collaboration be-
tween subject specialists and in-sessional tutors results in tutors having to predict
the content and course requirements of degree courses; consequently, they end up
devising lessons that do not respond well to students’ disciplinary academic liter-
acy needs. All the interviewed participants unanimously believed that collaboration
must be fostered between in-sessional programme staff and subject specialists when
determining the content of these programmes. As one subject specialist stated:
‘I think creating relevance relies on the collaborative relationship we have;
I think that is the way, because if I don’t understand what you [as an in-
sessional tutor] can provide and you don’t understand what I need, I am
really surprised that this[relevance] happens’.
Similar findings were observed by Fenton-Smith and Humphreys, who investigated
the perceptions of a group of academic language learning (ALL) tutors at a univer-
sity in Australia regarding their engagement with subject specialists. According to
their research, ‘the consensus view was that strategies work best when discipline
instructors are involved, since this can create a uniformity of purpose between the
content specialist and the ALL expert, improving both course content and delivery’
(2015; 46).
Since collaboration with subject specialists has been considered a distinctive fea-
ture of EAP by theoreticians for some time (e.g. Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001;
Dudley-Evans, 2001; and Murray, 2016), one might have expected to see a greater de-
gree of collaboration in EAP programmes generally, particularly across in-sessionals,
which run concurrently with main degree courses. The earliest reference to system-
atic collaboration between EAP tutors and subject specialists is made by Johns and
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Dudley-Evans (1980), who proposed that,
‘the [EAP] teacher needs to be able to grasp the conceptual structure of the
subject students are studying if [s]he is to understand fully how language is
used to represent that structure; to know how the range of different subjects
are taught during the course; and to observe where and how difficulties arise
in order that [s]he can attempt to help both student and subject teacher to
overcome them’ (John and Dudley-Evans, 1980:8)’.
As illustrated in the previous section, according to the results of the responses to
Section 3 of the survey (features of in-sessional provision), while 38% of the partic-
ipating in-sessional course leaders/coordinators indicated that there is no collabo-
ration between their in-sessional staff and subject specialists, the remaining (62%)
stated that there is a degree of collaboration in their in-sessional provision, even
if this is mainly limited to decisions over materials selection. Only a small group
indicated that the collaboration occurs both at the planning and teaching stages.
The findings of this study suggest that, despite collaboration being highlighted in
the literature as an important factor contributing to the effectiveness of EAP pro-
vision (e.g. Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001; Dudley-Evans, 2001; and Murray, 2016),
this is not widely reflected in universities’ in-sessional practices. As one in-sessional
tutor noted, in-sessional staff and subject specialists can find such collaboration
challenging, a view shared by many of the participants:
‘Ok, I mean yes, I think collaboration would be ideal, but it can be very
difficult to pin down academics; you have got enough time to sit down and
do it, but if is managed and arranged systematically, you know, maybe by
course leaders, that would be more effective’.
Based on these findings, and in order to make in-sessionals relevant to students’
degree courses and the linguistic demands they entail, opportunities for subject
specialists and in-sessional staff to systematically collaborate in the design, devel-
opment and even delivery of the in-sessional programmes, if resources allow, should
be forged.
Another factor contributing to creating relevance, as mentioned by many partic-
ipants, is the flexibility of in-sessional provision to enable ongoing changes to its
content based on students’ feedback and needs. In other words, the more dynamic
and flexible in-sessional programmes are in terms of their content and delivery for-
mat, the more relevance can be enacted. As one subject specialist asserted:
‘[In order to create relevance we need to] listen to students’ voice as we are
busy and therefore we have to set up something and students need to attend
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whether they find it useful or not, so that is the key to the solution, and them
to review what we do every year otherwise we are not going to improve, and
we end up guessing what students need. It has to be something dynamic and
needs to be changed based on feedback . . . ’.
The findings of this study, therefore, suggest that there are factors universities
need to consider in order to ensure their in-sessional provision is relevant to students
by responding to the content and demands of their degree courses. These factors
are as follows:
• creating a context in which systematic collaboration is nurtured between EAP
in-sessional staff and other subject tutors; and
• devising and delivering in-sessional programme content in a collaborative man-
ner with both subject specialists and students.
5.3.4 Needs analysis mechanisms
As revealed above, in addition to the adequacy of in-sessional provision, and its
relevance to degree courses, the needs analysis mechanisms used to determine ac-
cess to in-sessional provision, and the nature of the in-sessional provision required,
were also unfavourably evaluated. In responding to the first open-ended item in
the online survey (Overall, do you think the in-sessional academic English offered
at your institution is effective? What other factors need to be considered to make
it more effective? ), three needs analysis sub-criteria were repeatedly referred to
by participants as factors influencing the effectiveness of such mechanisms: ‘Iden-
tification of needs’, ‘Addressing all cohorts’ needs (home, and international)’, and
‘Self-assessment of needs’. In addition to these three sub-criteria, a new factor deter-
mining the effectiveness of such provision in terms of its needs analysis mechanisms
emerged from the analysis of responses; namely, the need for ‘More collaboration
between in-sessional tutors and other lecturers (subject specialists) in identifying
the needs’. It is also interesting to note that analysis of the second, open-ended
question in the online survey (How would you define an effective in-sessional provi-
sion? You can respond in words, phrases or sentences.) revealed that ‘Students’ and
their ‘Needs’ are factors which are viewed as demanding the greatest deliberation
when determining the efficacy of academic English in-sessional programmes.
Exploring the needs analysis mechanisms employed in the participating institu-
tions provides some insight into why this aspect of academic English in-sessional
provision is widely perceived less positively. As shown earlier (section 5.2), the anal-
ysis of the in-sessional course directors and/or coordinators’ responses to Section 3
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of the survey investigating characteristics of in-sessional programmes revealed that
more than half of the participating institutions either employ no specific needs anal-
ysis mechanisms at all or rely on foundation and pre-sessional end-of-course reports,
with a few institutions using classroom-based needs analysis (e.g. questionnaires, fo-
cus groups, self-assessment and learner diaries). Given the diverse needs of students
attending in-sessional classes, failure to diagnose students’ needs militates against
the idea of teacher-student collaboration for the purpose of defining course content
and objectives. As Alexander et al. (2008, P.2-4) proposed, an EAP programme is
one in which ‘teachers and students are generally perceived to be relatively equal’,
or as Hyland proposes, ‘[needs are] jointly constructed between teachers and learn-
ers’ (2006, p.74). When, according to the findings of this study, only relatively few
in-sessionals utilise classroom-based needs analysis to seek students’ voices in deter-
mining their needs, it appears that such a feature of EAP in-sessional programmes
seems to have received less attention in some institutions. In addition, limiting the
needs analysis to pre-sessional and/or foundation programme end-of-course reports
is to exclude those students who have entered university via alternative pathways.
As highlighted in the literature, needs analysis should be ‘the necessary point
of departure for [EAP] syllabus, tasks and materials’ in order to ‘fine-tune the
curriculum to the specific needs of the learner[s]’ (Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001;
p.178). As such, ‘an effective needs analysis should involve different stakeholders’
(Bocanegra-Valle, 2016; P.562). Including different stakeholders in a needs analysis
procedure allows for the particular needs with which different parties are concerned
to be addressed (ibid). Such an inclusive approach to needs analysis will then allow
for the creation of a complete picture of the student needs to be addressed through
in-sessional provision. However, as indicated earlier, when such needs analysis is
conducted only with in-sessional staff, and in the absence of collaboration with
subject specialists and students, it results in them having to make assumptions about
students’ needs and producing content which does not necessarily reflect students’
objectives. As the findings of this study suggest, one factor contributing to the
effectiveness of the needs analysis mechanisms used in in-sessional programmes is to
include all students’ voices. As one student participant pointed out,
‘When I was doing my MSc, the English supports classes were about students
writing their essay . . . the main issue addressed were ‘not using the online
translation’, or ‘not using Wikipedia’. So, I think one of the things is they
[in-sessional programmes] don’t address needs of students who are beyond
those basic problem, those who are ok with the language but need support
with things like structuring an argument, or translation or vocabulary at the
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advanced level, not the basic issues, which make these courses less attractive
considering the number of students . . . ’.
As this quote shows, needs analysis methods used in in-sessional programmes
tend to be mainly limited to students of lower proficiency levels and, therefore, may
not be able to address the needs of more proficient users of English (i.e. C2 and
above NNS and NS). Given that the results shown in the first part of the chapter
revealed that more universities have started opening up in-sessional provision to all
students regardless of whether they are proficient users of English, measures need
to be imposed to ensure that the input offered in the in-sessional classes is such that
it meets all students’ needs regardless of proficiency level.
In addition to including different cohorts of students (as shown above) in any
needs analysis procedure, it is important to include other stakeholders to provide a
more comprehensive picture of the needs. As the analysis of the responses to the
follow-up interview question regarding needs analysis mechanisms for in-sessional
programmes revealed, many participants believed that including subject special-
ists/course leaders from other departments is essential in analyzing students’ needs.
One in-sessional participant, for instance, commented:
‘. . . I think this is probably where some degree of cooperation from the subject
teacher is needed because if we can at least hear from them, what they expect
from their students, the kind of work their students will be doing, examples
of the assignments they get given, the kind of level that is expected of them,
that is kind of foundation of what students might need . . . ’.
As Brown (2009) asserts, including only students in the needs analysis, however,
does not provide a reliable source of information, for there are aspects of the teach-
ing context of which they are not fully cognisant. It is therefore necessary to include
subject specialists in needs analysis, particularly in relation to the genres and dis-
course demands of their specific disciplines. Collaborating with subject-specialists
will strengthen the link between in-sessional EAP input and the content and de-
mands of students’ main degree courses. There is, too, a need for students to be
included in the process of defining needs. As mentioned earlier, the sophistication
of the needs analysis mechanisms used to collect information regarding the needs of
students, and who is involved in determining such needs, plays an important role
in creating in-sessional EAP provision that is relevant and speaks to the needs of
students studying in the different disciplines.
As discussed above, the findings showed that a sophisticated needs analysis ap-
proach which is conducted in a collaborative manner between subject specialists and
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students plays an important role in ensuring that the focus of in-sessionals aligns
with the content of students’ future disciplines and that there is more of a focus
on ESAP than EGAP. This, in turn, requires that in-sessional tutors are given an
opportunity to research the disciplines with which they are working if they are to
become conversant in the content, demands and particular academic literacies of
those disciplines and thus more effective teachers. As Hyland (2013) suggests, the
effort involved in developing that expertise − or specialist knowledge − will be rec-
ognized by the corresponding departments, with the result that the credibility of
in-sessional provision and the value of the teachers will be enhanced both within the
relevant departments as well as the university more widely. This could encourage
the investment of more resources to help expand the provision.
5.3.5 Position
While the overall composite score for Position of the in-sessional within HE in-
stitutions was significantly higher than that of Adequacy, there was no significant
difference between the composite score for Position and the scores for Relevance and
Needs analysis. In addition, the overall composite score for Position fell below the
mean, suggesting that participants had quite strong negative perceptions towards
the status of the provision within their institution.
As for the position of the in-sessional programmes, three evaluation sub-criteria
were referred to as factors underlying participants’ evaluation of the effectiveness
of in-sessional programmes. These included: the importance of the in-sessional (i.e.
an additional support for those at risk or an integral part of the course) in relation
to the main degree-course classes; departmental approaches to these programmes
and how much they encourage students to attend in-sessional classes.
In addition to these recurring sub-criteria, two new evaluation themes emerged
from the analysis of the responses to the open-ended questions in section 2 of the
survey in Phase One: the integration of in-sessionals and whether or not they are
credit-bearing. Many participants attributed low student uptake to the fact that
in-sessional courses are not part of their main degree courses but extracurricular.
Being offered as an extracurricular activity with no tangible relevance to students’
immediate needs and course demands means that students are often disinclined
to attend in-sessionals, particularly given the workload associated with their main
degree courses.
The second reason for low student uptake was that in-sessional provision is usually
optional and carries no credit. As seen in part 5.1 in this chapter, there are still
a small number of institutions which offer credit for their in-sessional programmes.
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Many participants believed that carrying credit towards their degree course would
improve the status of such programmes, making them ‘worthy of time and effort’,
according to one post-graduate participant. This particularly applies to post grad-
uate taught programmes where tuition fees are substantial and students are usually
mature students whose professional demands may require them to finish their pro-
gramme as quickly as possible. Students in such programmes, therefore, would
consider any non-credit-bearing courses as a second priority, resulting in low uptake
of the provision available. Leaving the decision of whether or not to attend these
programmes to the students themselves can result in academic literacy needs of a
large cohort of students being overlooked.
The analysis of the responses to the interview questions regarding the Position of
in-sessionals provided further explanation for the above findings. In respect of inte-
gration, participants, particularly from the student group, believed that embedding
academic English provision in degree courses reduces the stigma of taking part in
such programmes and therefore encourages participation. In addition, embedding
can also help minimize the other potential stigma that some students might feel
because they think such provision is not for them due to a mistaken assumption
that in-sessionals are purely general English proficiency focused. In other words,
by embedding the in-sessional provision everyone benefits from it, and this does
not stigmatise students such as international students and home students for whom
English is not their first language. Being part of another skills development module
integrated within degree courses, an option proposed by some participants, would
give students the opportunity to choose what credit-bearing modules to take based
on their needs and interests.
The analysis of the responses to Section 3 of the survey (i.e. characteristics of the
in-sessional programmes) also provides further explanation as to why the evaluation
score for the Position of in-sessional programmes fell below the mean, despite being
perceived more positively than the other three evaluation criteria. As these results
show, more than half of the institutions that participated in this study do not offer
embedded in-sessional provision but only EAP in-sessional support as an adjunct
to students’ main degree programmes. Moreover, among the other half which do
have integrated in-sessional provision, only 16% offer credit for their programmes.
As mentioned previously, in the case of taught postgraduate degree programmes in
particular, if credit is not offered then students are less likely to feel motivated to
engage with those programmes, with the result that they are often considered as
peripheral and low priority in comparison to main degree courses. However, given
the important role academic English literacy plays in students’ productivity, ability
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to fulfil their academic potential, confidence, and integration into their academic,
social and professional communities (Murray, 2014), such programmes should not
be treated only as an optional support service but rather as a part of their learning
process.
5.3.6 Accessibility
As for the Accessibility of in-sessional programmes (i.e. whether students are
aware of the existence of such provision and are recommended to attend in-sessional
classes), according to the findings of this study, such programmes are accessible
to all students in 51% of participating institutions. As the analysis of responses
to the questions on features of the in-sessional programmes showed, in 78% of the
responding institutions, in-sessional provision is accessible to both undergraduate
and post-graduate students. This suggests that, these programmes are accessible
to all students, and that different cohorts of students are aware of their existence
and enrol in them. However, in majority of institutions, given the specific needs
of students from different cohorts (i.e. language backgrounds and degree levels),
such provision is too general in terms of the input they provide and therefore fails
to effectively address all the different needs of students. This in itself explains why
the Relevance and Needs Analysis Mechanisms received lower evaluation scores than
Accessibility, for while in-sessional provision seems to be available to students of any
language proficiency level and from any degree level, it cannot easily address the
particular academic literacy needs of students studying a wide range of disciplines.
In addition, the analysis of the question investigating the mechanisms used in the
participating universities to determine access to such provision revealed that nearly
half (47%) use an end-of-pre-sessional/foundation course report and/or language
proficiency test results to determine which students have access to such programmes.
As mentioned earlier, using such means to determine access automatically discounts
those students who did not take such courses. These students usually include home
students as well as EU and international students who met the minimum English
language requirements for admission to their degree courses. Given the diverse
educational backgrounds of home students as well as the fact that English language
gatekeeping tests are not well suited to assessing international students’ conversancy
in specific disciplinary literacies (e.g. Fox, 2005 and Murray, 2010), there is every
likelihood that these two cohorts can benefit from in-sessional academic English
provision. While the mechanisms used to determine access to provision do not
mean that the cohort mentioned above will be denied access to the in-sessionals,
they do mean that attendance to such courses is, in most cases, entirely dependent
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on the personal wishes of these students; consequently, they may choose to opt out
of such programmes.
Moreover, the results of the responses to the question regarding the target stu-
dent cohort for the in-sessionals showed that only half of the responding institutions
offer such provision to every student cohort, regardless of registration status (i.e.
home/EU and international). The findings also suggest that, at some universities,
academic English in-sessional provision still constitutes additional support available
to non-native speakers of English, particularly those who are considered to be in
greater need solely based on their performance on pre-sessional/foundation pro-
grammes. Such an approach to in-sessionals is exclusive and based on a misguided
view of EAP provision as a remedial support service for international students who
encounter problems in the UK. As Johns and Dudley-Evans (1980) argue,
‘the pedagogical problems arise from the perception, [. . . ] that an overseas
student’s failure to keep pace with his course or with his research is rarely
attributable to ’knowledge of the subject’ or ’knowledge of the language’ alone:
most often, these factors are inextricably intertwined. (p.8)’.
This argues for an academic literacies approach to in-sessional from which all
students can benefit regardless of their degree discipline, registration status and
educational background. This was also reflected in many responses, from all three
participant groups, to the survey open ended item asking about factors improving
the effectiveness of in-sessionals.
In addition to the need for university-wide promotion of in-sessionals and their
availability to all students regardless of their first language backgrounds, one other
evaluation criterion which emerged concerned whether in-sessionals should be offered
in the form of both continuous and drop-in sessions. This suggests that while in
the majority of the participating institutions these programmes seem to be open to
students from all degree levels, the formats in which they are offered are often not
suitable for all levels. As shown in section 5.2.3.1, some participants believed that,
while in-sessionals are offered as a series of interrelated (i.e. continuous) sessions
that mostly suit undergraduate and postgraduate taught students, more one-to-one
drop-in sessions are demanded by PhD students who may need such support at
different times of the year depending on the stage they are at in their research.
5.4 Conclusion
This study was designed to investigate the characteristics and effectiveness of
current in-sessional EAP programmes offered at British universities. Its findings
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suggest that while there seems to be a shift away from an extracurricular EGAP
model directed at international students towards one of embedded ESAP directed
at all students, there remains work to be done here and, as part of that, close col-
laboration with subject specialists is needed. To complement such collaboration,
students should also be given an opportunity to voice their specific needs. In ad-
dition, there need to be conditions created that promote collaboration at different
levels from co-operation (materials selection) and collaboration (materials design)
to team-teaching.
While there appears to be a gradual move towards embedding in-sessional provi-
sion within degree courses, this is not yet the case regarding the credit contribution
of in-sessional courses towards degree programmes. One major reason explaining
the reluctance to make in-sessional programmes credit-bearing is that some stu-
dents enrol on courses not because they necessarily need them but because it is an
easy way to earn credits. There is, however, a growing body of evidence in the
literature indicating that many students, regardless of their language proficiency
level, would benefit from academic literacies programmes as discipline conventions
are new to all students new to a discipline (e.g. Murray, 2016). Furthermore, by
making in-sessional ESAP programmes credit-bearing but optional and as a part
of a more comprehensive academic skills development provision, the status of such
programmes will increase within the respective institution, for such programmes
are likely to be seen as an integral part of students’ learning rather than an extra
support service; and this is likely to encourage student take-up of provision.
Another major objective of this research study was to investigate the effective-
ness of in-sessional academic English programmes currently offered at British HE
institutions. In addition to the evaluation of these programmes, factors on which
an evaluation of such programmes can be carried out were also investigated. The
findings of this study revealed that while there is no significantly positive or neg-
ative evaluation of the overall effectiveness of these programmes, certain aspects
of in-sessional provision appear to be in need of attention. These include the ad-
equacy of the provision, its relevance or alignment with students’ disciplines, and
more effective needs analysis mechanisms. While there have been improvements in
the adequacy of such provision in the past two decades in terms of the number of
tutors on permanent and full-time contracts (Cownie & Addison, 1992), there are
shortcomings elsewhere in terms of in-sessional programmes addressing the specific
needs of students studying at different degree levels, insufficient online resources,
insufficient account taken of students with higher levels of language proficiency, and
a lack of balance in relation to the formats in which the in-sessionals are provided
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(e.g. not enough one-to-one drop-in tutorials in comparison to group sessions). As
for aligning in-sessional EAP provision with discipline-specific conventions, one key
factor plays a significant role; namely, the creation of an environment in which sys-
tematic collaboration between in-sessional staff and other subject tutors can take
place and support the design and delivery of a relevant and engaging in-sessional
programme that more effectively promotes learning.
In light of the findings of this study regarding the characteristics and effectiveness
of current in-sessional EAP provision offered across universities in the UK, Chapter
6 will consider the implications of the study and its contribution to our existing
knowledge of the field of EAP. It will also consider some of the limitations of the
study and offer suggestions for future research that might build usefully upon the
findings reported here.
170
Chapter 6
Conclusion
6.1 Introduction
This study set out to investigate the characteristics and effectiveness of in-sessional
academic English provision offered across British universities. Although its pri-
mary goal was to investigate the effectiveness of the provision, in order to do so it
was essential to acquire an overall picture of current in-sessional EAP programmes
(Lynch, 1996). Since the existing EAP literature is predominantly focused on EAP
pre-sessional programmes, with only minimal reference to in-sessional programmes
in the UK (e.g. Flowerdew and Peacock, 2001; Jordan, 2000), this study also in-
cluded an investigation of features characterising in-sessional provision. The study
thus sought to investigate two aspects of in-sessional provision:
1. the characteristics of current in-sessional programmes on offer across British
universities and the principles underlying the design and delivery of such pro-
grammes; and
2. an evaluation of the effectiveness of in-sessional provision.
In order to investigate the characteristics of existing in-sessional programmes and
to evaluate their effectiveness, a mixed method approach was adopted consisting of a
large-scale online survey and follow-up semi-structured interviews. The survey con-
sisted of three parts, namely demographic information, characteristics of in-sessional
programmes, and evaluation of the effectiveness of in-sessional programmes. Mul-
tiple data collection methods were used in order to allow for the triangulation of
data. These included (1) an online survey consisting of Likert Scales, text-based
items and multiple-choice questions, and (2) follow up semi-structured interviews.
Although the questionnaire was sent to all universities in the UK (167 institutions
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at the time this study was conducted), stakeholders from 80 universities responded
to the call for participation, representing a 48% response rate. Given the regional
coverage of the study and the diversity of the participating universities in terms of
their ranking and type (e.g. ancient, red brick, plate glass, and new), the findings
might reasonably be taken as representative of the sector as a whole.
This chapter presents a summary of the key findings of the research and their
significance and implications for the field of English for Academic Purposes. It goes
on to offer suggestions for in-sessional EAP programme evaluation and future de-
velopment, and to identify some of the limitations of the study. Finally, it considers
the implications and recommendations for further research that emerge from the
study.
6.2 Key Findings and their Significance
6.2.1 An improved understanding of the characteristics of current
in-sessional provision offered at British universities
The findings of this study add significantly to the existing EAP literature, par-
ticularly in the context of the UK where the majority of both the non-research and
research literature is related to pre-entry EAP provision (i.e. foundation and pre-
sessional) and far less attention is given to post-university entry EAP provision; that
is, in-sessional provision. These findings, therefore, provide a more comprehensive
picture and in-depth understanding of what current in-sessional provision across
British universities looks like, and identifies those factors that determine the effec-
tiveness of such provision as perceived by three groups of stakeholders: students,
in-sessional EAP staff, and academic subject specialists teaching on university de-
gree programmes.
Regarding the characteristics of the in-sessional EAP provision currently on of-
fer at British universities, while there is some variation, the findings suggest that
provision tends to be EGAP oriented, non-credit bearing, and offered by different
units such as language centers, international offices, and libraries within and across
institutions, rather than being offered locally at a faculty or departmental level.
The main student cohort at whom provision is directed is predominantly non-native
speakers of English, and there is little or no difference in terms of the content of
the in-sessional classes according to the level at which students are studying. Such
a generic approach to in-sessional EAP support that is primarily intended for non-
native speakers of English in need to further language development not only risks
stigmatizing and even marginalizing this cohort but also overlooks the academic
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literacies that need to be acquired by all students, native and non-native-speakers,
regardless of their proficiency level. Many of these students will not have acquired
− or acquired to the extent necessary − the academic literacies needed to cope with
the particular language demands of their academic disciplines (Murray, 2016). It
should be noted that the findings also suggest that there seems to be a shift away
from an extracurricular EGAP model directed at international students towards one
of embedded ESAP directed at all students; however, the shift is as yet ‘gentle’ and
arguably quite embryonic. By bringing in the voices of key stakeholders, this study
sheds light on current in-sessional practices and what stakeholders feel about them,
and offers suggestions as to what might be done to improve the efficacy of these
programmes. It is important to note that the suggestions made in this study need
to be mediated as different universities operate within different contexts and under
different constraints.
In respect of in-sessional tutors, the findings revealed a number of things. They
showed that in-sessional tutors hold at least one teaching qualification, such as a
CELTA, DELTA, or PGCE, and a majority hold a postgraduate degree − either an
MA or a PhD in TESOL or a related subject such as Applied Linguistics showing
that they meet the best practice principles stated in the BALEAP accreditation
scheme handbook (2016). Based on these guidelines, EAP tutors are generally
qualified professionals who hold relevant academic and teaching qualifications.
Furthermore, the results showed that many in-sessional tutors are on full-time
(78%) or permanent (57%) contracts, suggesting there has been significant improve-
ment in in-sessional teacher profiles in terms of their employment conditions in the
past twenty years.
There is evidence, however, that greater consideration needs to be given to the
issue of tutors’ familiarity with discipline content. Many tutors (70%) indicated
that they gain familiarity with academic disciplines and their requirements and as-
sociated discourses mainly via self-study, with the findings also showing that it is
through more extensive and systematic collaboration with subject specialists that
familiarization with discipline content can be effectively facilitated. This suggests
that while existing best practice principles for EAP (see, in particular, the Compe-
tency Framework for Teachers of English for Academic Purposes [BALEAP, 2008,
P.4]) recognize the importance of ‘work[ing] with subject specialists and take[ing]
account of their different perspectives with regard to knowledge communication’,
there is in many institutions no systematic arrangement through which ‘Course Di-
rectors will nurture relationships with receiving departments in order to understand
the academic culture and work in receiving departments’ (BALEAP 2016 P.13).
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6.2.2 The Effectiveness of current in-sessional provision, and fac-
tors influencing effectiveness
Regarding the factors affecting the effectiveness of EAP in-sessionals, a set of
evaluation criteria and sub-criteria were drawn from the literature on best practice
principles for EAP provision. These evaluation criteria (i.e. accessibility, position,
adequacy, relevance, and needs analysis) were used to evaluate the effectiveness
of current in-sessional provision from the perspectives of three main stakeholder
groups: students, in-sessional EAP tutors and coordinators, and subject-specialists.
The findings showed that the three stakeholder groups evaluated the effectiveness
of in-sessional provision less positively in terms of adequacy, relevance, and needs
analysis.
According to these findings, while the in-sessional EAP provision on offer at
British universities is ostensibly accessible to all students, the majority of in-sessional
programmes have an EGAP orientation mainly offering English for general academic
purposes which is of little or no relevance, particularly to more competent users of
English. It adopts a generic approach which cannot adequately address the academic
literacies that all students − more and less proficient, native and non-native speakers
− require in order to meet the demands of their degree courses. This lack of align-
ment between in-sessional EAP course content and the academic literacy demands
of students’ main degree courses has the effect of not fully serving students’ needs
and of in-sessional provision almost invariably being positioned as extra-curricular,
remedial support directed almost exclusively at international students for whom
English is not a first language. Furthermore, adopting such a deficit approach to
post-entry academic English language provision can discourage students from at-
tending in-sessionals as it tends to stigmatise them. In addition, given that NNSs
have already studied EGAP at length in preparation for EAP pre-entry tests (e.g.
IELTS or TOEFL), few may feel inclined to attend in-sessional classes which merely
offer more of the same, are not credit-bearing, and do not meet the immediate lan-
guage needs that are specific to their disciplines and which will help them with their
next assignment or exam (Murray, 2016). The findings showed that more systematic
collaboration between in-sessional providers and academic departments is required
in order to increase the degree of fit between the in-sessional programme input and
students’ degree course content. Such collaboration will allow for the design and
delivery of a more comprehensive in-sessional programme, one which provides such
tuition and support as a core part of student learning. The less positive perceptions
of participants in respect to these criteria suggest that universities would do well to
focus on improving in these areas if they are to provide in-sessional English that is
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more responsive, motivating and effective.
In addition to these evaluation criteria and sub-criteria, other factors invoked by
each of these participant groups in their evaluation of the effectiveness of the pro-
vision were also investigated. By combining EAP best practice principles obtained
from the existing literature and the voices of a considerable number of stakeholders
(N = 457), the findings of this study provide a comprehensive list of evaluation
criteria which higher education institutions in the UK and elsewhere can consider
when investigating the effectiveness of the in-sessional EAP provision they offer.
These criteria and their corresponding sub-criteria are as follows:
1. Accessibility
• university wide publicity of the in-sessional provision
• departmental publicity of the in-sessional provision
• availability of the provision to all students regardless of their first language
background
• the provision should be available both as connected sessions (e.g. continu-
ous courses or programmes) and drop-in sessions (e.g. workshops, one-to-one
tuition);
• when different schemes (e.g. libraries, language centres, international offices)
provide in-sessional EAP, it causes confusion among stake-holders as what it
offers and where they should refer to for their specific needs
2. Relevance
• relevance to discipline genre is essential in order to improve conversancy in the
discipline genres;
• also, relevance to course work assessment should exist
• need for more personalised one-to-one tuition to make the provision relevant
to individual needs
• more involvement of subject specialists at both design and delivery level to
make it more relevant to students’ study demands is needed
• programmes should be dynamic and changeable so that they allow for address-
ing the specific needs of students
3. Adequacy
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• whether there is a balance between English for General academic English
(EGAP) and English for Specific Academic English (ESAP) provided in each
institution based on needs of its students
• adequate teaching and learning resources including subject specific published
teaching resources;
• and subject specific published and online ‘self-access’ resources should be avail-
able
• whether the provision is equally adequate for all degree levels (less support for
PGs especially PhD)
• whether the provision is equally adequate for more proficient users of English
(mainly for less proficient users of English)
• whether one-to-one mentor support and adequate human resources and space
to share individual problems related to academic English language is available
4. Position
• collaboration between the in-sessional providers and other departments exists
• the importance of in-sessional in relation to degree courses (i.e. an additional
support for those at risk or an integral part of the course) is recognised
• there is a level of integration to the overall degree course structure
• there exists institutional responsibility towards in-sessional EAP development
• what are the attitudes towards the in-sessional status within an institution
5. Needs analysis
• effective needs analysis mechanisms are employed;
• to identify all students’ specific academic English needs;
• and to address all students’ specific academic English needs
• more collaboration in identifying the needs should exist between in-sessional
providers and students and subject specialists via;
• self-assessment methods (learners’ participation in needs analysis) and,
• subject specialists’/departments’ feedback based on previous work and course
demands
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6.3 Implications for In-sessional EAP Programme De-
velopment
6.3.1 Needs analysis, Syllabus Design and Materials Development
Needs analysis is a fundamental step in designing a syllabus and developing rele-
vant materials in any EAP programmes (T. Johns and Dudley-Evans, 1991; Robin-
son, 1991; Strevens, 1988a; Jordan, 1997). Any needs analysis exercise needs to
take account of students’ and other subject specialists’ opinions. As this study’s
findings have indicated, while needs analysis mechanisms exist in some in-sessional
programmes, there are certain aspects of these needs analysis mechanisms that need
to be considered in order to improve the overall efficacy of them. One aspect re-
peatedly referred to by participants in this study was that they do not address all
cohorts’ needs (NSs and NNSs, as well as UG, PG taught and PG research). In fact,
the results revealed that only 51% of in-sessional programmes conduct any form of
needs analysis and do so based on pre-sessional or foundation end-of-course reports
and students’ classroom performance once in-sessional classes have commenced. Re-
lying solely on pre-sessional and/or foundation programme course reports to analyse
students’ needs means that there is a risk of overlooking the language needs of a
considerable proportion of students whose admission is not conditional upon attend-
ing such pre-entry EAP courses. Moreover, there is evidence from the findings that
EAP tutors make assumptions about their students’ needs which might be incorrect.
It is, therefore, important to include students’ voices by asking them directly about
their academic English needs. Considering the increasing linguistic and cultural
diversity of the student body in higher education (Murray, 2016), an approach to
needs analysis that addresses the needs of all students is essential to student success.
In addition, EAP providers need to consider promoting collaboration between
in-sessional providers and subject specialists as an important element in the pro-
cess of identifying students’ needs. The findings of this study showed that creating
such collaboration is difficult in contexts where in-sessional provision is offered cen-
trally rather than within faculties or departments. Embedding in-sessional provi-
sion within faculties or departments facilitates collaboration and helps EAP teachers
tailor teaching and materials more precisely to students’ needs as a result of close
consultation with subject specialists and students. It helps in-sessional staff to famil-
iarise themselves with the academic discourses of the disciplines in which they work,
and with local course demands and methods and types of assessment. This enables
them to assist students more effectively and gives them added credibility in the eyes
of students and academic staff in the faculty/department concerned (Murray, 2016).
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Furthermore, systematic collaboration between in-sessional tutors and subject
specialists will help ensure the development of a relevant and responsive syllabus, the
selection and development of appropriate in-sessional materials, and effective team-
teaching (where possible) between English language teachers and academic content
lecturers. In light of an improved understanding of different disciplinary practices
as a result of close and systematic collaboration between in-sessional providers and
other departments, the adoption of a genre-based syllabus, allowing for the devel-
opment of authentic discipline-specific materials, will become more feasible.
6.3.2 Delivery Format of In-sessional Programmes
The findings of this study suggest that the delivery format of in-sessional pro-
grammes should correspond to the study mode of students from different degree
levels. In the case of postgraduate research students, for example, there is a need
for more one-to-one support to cater for the specific needs of individual students.
PhD students, in particular, will benefit from a flexible in-sessional timetable, de-
pending on which stage of their study they are at (e.g. first year preparing for the
review report, or final year writing up their thesis chapters). For instance, creating
writing centres that offer one-to-one tutorials that assist students with their written
work. In contrast, UG and PG taught students are more likely to benefit from a
group-course format which enables tutors to monitor students’ progress and provide
them with formative assessment and feedback. In addition, given the intensiveness
of MA taught programmes, these students are likely to benefit more from tailored,
embedded in-sessionals directly linked to the content and demands of their main
degree courses and which provide tuition in the academic literacies they need to
develop.
6.3.3 Contribution of the study and recommendations for further
research
This study contributes to the existing body of research on EAP provision by pro-
viding a rich description of the characteristics of existing in-sessional EAP provision,
drawing on a large sample of universities. In doing so, it offers a better understand-
ing of actual in-sessional EAP as opposed to the practices it is assumed are currently
being adopted by institutions. Furthermore, by including stakeholders’ voices in re-
lation to the evaluation of the provision based on their personal encounters with
in-sessional programmes, the study provides a more comprehensive understanding
of best practice principles underlying in-sessional EAP provision and how, based
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on such principles, the efficacy of current in-sessional EAP might be evaluated and
improved.
By investigating in-sessional EAP provision, this study also sets the context for fu-
ture research concerning EAP provision post-entry to university. It is hoped that its
findings concerning the effectiveness of such provision will promote further research
concerning each of the factors identified that impact the effectiveness of in-sessional
provision. These might, for example, include more case studies, particularly in the
context of UK, investigating the collaboration between in-sessional EAP providers
and other departments across an institution, the nature of any such collaboration,
and its effectiveness in creating relevant and comprehensive in-sessional provision.
Regarding the needs analysis mechanisms in-sessional providers use to determine
student access to provision and the content of in-sessional programmes, further case
studies are needed to investigate this. Similarly, studies at the institutional level
can usefully investigate whether and how the provision is embedded within differ-
ent departments across a single institution and what embedding actually means to
different institutions. Such studies can explore whether embedding is a universal
practice employed across all departments or within only certain departments, and
on what basis. The issue of in-sessionals carrying credit also warrants further inves-
tigation; in particular, the challenges credit-bearing in-sessionals can present and
how and on what basis any credit is allocated at different degree course levels.
6.4 Limitations of the study
One benefit of this study is its scale and its specific focus on in-sessional provision.
However, although at least two of the targeted participant groups (i.e. students, in-
sessional staff and subject specialists) from each university completed the survey, the
results would have been more comprehensive if at least three participants (one from
each participant group) in each responding institution had completed the survey.
Additionally, the evaluation criteria and sub-criteria used in this study were de-
veloped in a way that enabled them to be used to evaluate in-sessional provision at a
macro-level. Consequently, the findings of this study only provide a holistic sense of
the effectiveness of in-sessional provision across British universities and any reading
and interpretation of its findings needs to be some with an awareness of the local
complexities and constraints that particular institutions and EAP providers face.
Furthermore, it should be noted that there are other types of EAP provision (e.g.
peer mentor support schemes) than the in-sessional programs which were investi-
gated in this study. Such limitations should therefore be considered when making
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any interpretations of the findings of this study. Future studies could also include
other post entry EAP provision than in-sessional programs when investigating EAP
provision offered alongside degree programs.
6.5 Conclusion
In the current climate of internationalised higher education, where there is rapid
growth of English- and non-English-speaking students from diverse language back-
grounds selecting English-medium universities for their tertiary education, there is
a rising demand for mechanisms designed to address the academic English needs of
these students (Read, 2008). In what is an increasingly marketized environment, in
which higher education institutions seek to attract greater numbers of international
students, perform well according to the Teaching Excellent Framework (TEF), and
respond to the widening participation and education for all agendas, fulfilling the
academic literacy needs of all students stands to benefit not only the students them-
selves but also universities. On the other hand, failure to do so risks compromising
students’ academic success and damaging institutions’ reputations and future se-
curity. It can also have deleterious psychological and social effects on students as
a result of poor academic and professional performance (Feast, 2002), while also
reducing staff morale by negatively impacting the quality of courses and possibly
even compromising ethical principles.
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Consent form for the online survey:
The study is being done as part of a doctoral research on the effectiveness of in-
sessional academic English programmes offered at universities across the UK in
Centre for Applied Linguistics, University of Warwick. The study has received
ethical approval.
This study seeks to explore the effectiveness of academic English programmes at
British Universities by investigating the nature of current practices and surveying
and interviewing students, academic lecturers, academic English tutors, and course
managers. Participants will remain totally anonymous during and after the project.
The analysis of the questionnaire data will be written up for a PhD thesis and a
number of papers on the topic. You will not be identifiable in the write up or any
publication.
Many thanks for your participation!
Saeede Haghi
∗Required
I have been informed about the nature of this study and willingly consent to take
part in it. I understand that I may withdraw from the study at any time up to the
point of publication.∗
Consent form for the interviews:
Part A: Information
The study is being done as part of a doctoral research on the effectiveness of academic
English programmes offered at universities across the UK in Centre for Applied
Linguistics, University of Warwick. The study has received ethical approval.
This study seeks to explore the effectiveness of academic English programmes at
British Universities by investigating the nature of current practices and surveying
and interviewing students, academic lecturers, academic English tutors, and course
managers. Participants will remain totally anonymous during and after the project.
The analysis of the interview data will be written up for a PhD thesis and a number
of papers on the topic. You and your affiliation information will not be identifiable
in the write up or any publication.
Many thanks for your participation!
Saeede Haghi
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Part B: Consent
Participant Name:
Title of Project: The effectiveness of in-sessional academic English programmes
across universities in the UK
Researcher(s): Saeede Haghi
Academic Supervisor: Dr Neil Murray
201
Appendix F
Sample MAXQDA Output of
Category Codes and Coded
Responses
202
203
204
Appendix G
Interview Arrangement Survey
205
206
207
Appendix H
Interview Arrangement
Planning
208
209
210
Appendix I
Sample MAXQDA Output of
Category Codes and Coded
Responses
211
212
213
Appendix J
P2 Respondents Range of
Discipline
214
215
Appendix K
Sample of Responses for Survey
Open-ended Item 1
216
217
218
219
220
Appendix L
Sample of Responses for Survey
Open-ended Item 2
221
222
223
224
Appendix M
Contextualization of the
Responding Institutions
225
226
227
Bibliography
Abdullah, F. S. (2009). Assessing EAP Needs for the University: A Genre-Based
Approach. Saarbucken: VDM Publishing.
Afemikhe, O. A. (2008). Selection into Nigerian universities: Student’s assess-
ment of post university matriculation examination. Benin City: University of Benin.
Retrieved May 2015 from http://www.iaea2008.cambridgeassessment.org.uk/
ca/digitalAssets/180452_Afemikhe.pdf
Airey, J. (2016). Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) and English
for Academic Purposes (EAP). In Hyland, K. & Shaw, P. (Eds.), Routledge Hand-
book of English for Academic Purposes. (p. 71-83) London: Routledge.
Alexander, O., Argent, S., and Spencer J. (2008). EAP Essentials: A
teacher’s guide to principles and practice. Reading: Garnet.
Altbach, G.P. and Knight, J. (2007). The Internationalization of Higher Ed-
ucation: Motivations and Realities. Journal of Studies in International Education,
290-305.
Amirian, Z., and Tavakoli, M. (2009). Reassessing the ESP courses offered to
engineering students in Iran. English for Specific Purposes World. 8(23), 1-13.
Arkoudis, S., Baik, C., Bexley, E., and Doughney, L. (2014). English lan-
guage proficiency and employability framework: For Australian higher education
institutions. Melbourne: Center for the Study of Higher Education, The University
of Melbourne.
Atai, M. R., and Nazari, O. (2011). Exploring reading comprehension needs
of Iranian EAP students of health information management (HIM): A triangulated
approach. System 39(1), 30-43.
Atherton, B. (2006). How successful can a Pre-sessional course be? in Gillet,
228
A. and Wray, L. (eds.) Assessing the Effectiveness of EAP Programmes. London:
BALEAP. Institute of Education.
AUQA. (2009). Good Practice Principles of for English Language Proficiency for
International Students in Australian Universities. Canberra: Department of Edu-
cation, Employment and Workplace Relations.
Bacha, N. N., and Bahous, R. (2008). Contrasting views of business students
writing needs in an EFL environment. English for Specific Purposes 27(1), 74-93.
BALEAP (n.d.). BALEAP. Retrieved March 2015 from http://www.uefap.com/
baleap/brochure/baleap-handbook.pdf
BALEAP (2008). TEAP Competency Framework. Retrieved June 2016 from
https://www.baleap.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/teap-competency.
BALEAP. (2011). BALEAP Accreditation Scheme Handbook. Retrieved June
2016 from http://www.uefap.com/baleap/bas/accreditation\%20handbook.pdf
BALEAP (2012). BALEAP Guidelines on English Language Test for Univer-
sity Entry. Retrieved June 2016 from https://www.baleap.org/media/uploads/
testing-working-party/BALEAP_Guidelines_on_English_Language_Tests_for_
Univers
ity_AGM_v19_May_2012.pdf
BALEAP (2013). BALEAP Can Do Framework. Retrieved June 2015 from
https://www.baleap.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/04/Can_Do_Framework__with_
sample_ac
tivities_April_2013.pdf
BALEAP (2016). BALEAP BAS Handbook. Retrieved March 2017 from https:
//www.baleap.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/04/BALEAP-BAS-Handbook-January-
2018-v-2.pdf
Benesch, S. (2001). Critical English for academic purposes: theory, politics, and
practice. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Bennett, N., Dunne, E., and Carr, B. (2000). Skills development in higher
education and employment. Buckingham: The Society for Research into Higher
Education.
229
Berger, R. (2015). Now I see it, now I don’t: Researcher’s position and reflexivity
in qualitative research. Qualitative Research, 15(2), 219-234.
Berkenkotter, C., and Huckin, T. (1995). Genre Knowledge in Disciplinary
Communication. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Bernard, R., and Zemach, D. (2003). Materials for specific purposes. In B.
Tomilson (Ed.) Developing materials for language teaching. London: Gromwell
Press.
Biggs, J. (2003). Teaching for Quality Learning at University. Maidenhead, UK:
The Society for Research into Higher Education and Open University Press.
Biesta, G. (2010). Pragmatism and the philosophical foundations of mixed meth-
ods research. In A. Tashakkori & C. Teddlie (Eds.), SAGE handbook of mixed
methods in social & behavioral research (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Bloome, D., Carter, S.P., Christian, B.M., Otto, S., and Shuart-Faris,
N. (2005). Discourse Analysis and the Study of Classroom Language and Literacy
Events - a micro ethnographic perspective Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Birrell, B. (2006). Implications of low English standards among overseas students
at Australian universities. People and Place, 14 (4), 53-64.
Bloor, M., and Bloor T. (1986). Language for specific purposes: practice and
theory. CLCS Occasional papers, 19. Dublin: Trinity College, Centre for Language
and Communication Studies.
Bocanegra-Valle, A. (2016). Needs analysis for curriculum design. In K. Hy-
land and P. Shaw (eds.) The Routledge Handbook of English for Academic Purposes.
Abingdon, Oxford: Routledge, (p. 560-576).
Bogdan, R. C., and Biklen, S. K. (1998). Qualitative Research in Education:
An Introduction to Theory and Methods (3rd ed.). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn &
Bacon.
Bretag, T. (2007). The Emperor’s new clothes: Yes, there is a link between En-
glish language competence and academic standards. People and Place, 15(1), 13-21.
Brinton, M., Snow, M., and Wesche, M. (1989). Content-based second lan-
guage instruction. Boston, MA: Heinle & Heinle.
230
Brown, J.D. (2009). Foreign and second language needs analysis. In Long, M.H.
& Doughty, C.J. (eds.). The Handbook of Language Teaching. Oxford: Blackwell.
Cabinda, M. (2013). The need for a needs analysis at UEM: Aspects of and
attitudes towards change. Linguistics and Education 24(4), 415-427.
Chowdhury, T.A., and Haider, Md. Z. (2012). A need-based evaluation of
the EAP courses for the pharmacy students in the University of Asia Pacific (UAP),
Bangladesh. Asian Social Science 8(15), 93-107.
Clifton, R. (2004). An evaluation of the Sheffield Hallam English for Academic
Purposes (SHEAP) Program (Unpublished master’s dissertation), Sheffield Hallam
University, Sheffield, UK.
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.)
(Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum)
Cohen, L., Manion, L., and Morrison, K. (2007). Research Methods in Edu-
cation. London: Routledge, Falmer.
Cohen, L., Manion, L., and Morrison, K. (2011). Research Methods in Ed-
ucation. London: Routledge, Falmer.
Coley, M. (1999). The English language entry requirements of Australian univer-
sities for students of non-English speaking background. Higher Education Research
& Development, 18(1), 7-17.
Cownie, F., and Addison, W. (1996). International students and language
support: a new survey. Studies in Higher Education, 21(2).
Creswell, J.W. (2009). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed
Methods Approaches. Sage Publication: London.
Creswell, J., and Plano Clark, V. (2007). Designing and Conducting Mixed
Methods Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
De Vita, G., and Case, P. (2003). Rethinking the internationalisation agenda
in UK higher education. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 27(4), 383-398.
Dillon, G. (1991). Contending Rhetorics. Bloomington: University of Indiana
Press.
231
Do¨rnyei, Z. (2003). Questionnaires in second language research: construction,
administration, and processing. New York: Routledge.
Do¨rnyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics: Quantitative, quali-
tative, and mixed methodologies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Drummond, I., Nixon, I., and Wiltshire, J. (1998). Personal transferable
skills in higher education, Quality Assurance in Education, 6(10), 19-27.
Dudley-Evans, T. (1994). Variations in the discourse patterns favoured by differ-
ent disciplines and their pedagogical implications. In Academic Listening: Research
Perspectives, J. Flowerdew (Ed.), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Dudley-Evans, T., and St John M.(1998). Developments in English for Spe-
cific Purposes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Dudley-Evans, T. (2001). English for specific purposes. In R. Carter, & D.
Nunan, (Eds.). The Cambridge guide to teaching English to speakers of other lan-
guages (p. 131-136). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Dunworth, K. (2009). An investigation into post-entry English language assess-
ment in Australian universities. Journal of Academic Language and Learning, 3(1),
A-A13.
Durkin, K., and Main, A. (2002). Discipline-based study skills support for
first-year undergraduate students, Active learning in higher education, 3(1), 24-39.
Elder, C., and von Randow, J. (2008). Exploring the utility of a web-based
English language screening tool. Language Assessment Quarterly, 5(3), 173-194.
Ellis, R. (1999). Input-based approaches to teaching grammar: a review of class-
room oriented research. Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 19, 64-80.
Evans, S., and Green, C. (2007). Why EAP is necessary: A survey of Hong
Kong tertiary students. Journal of English for Academic Purposes 6(1), 3-17.
Feast, V. (2002). The impact of IELTS scores on performance at university. In-
ternational Education Journal, 3(4), 70-85.
Fenton-Smith, B., and Humphreys, P. (2017). Language specialists’ views on
the academic language and learning abilities of English as an additional language
232
postgraduate coursework students: towards an adjunct tutorial model, Higher Ed-
ucation Research & Development, 36(2), 280-296.
Finlay, L. (2002). Negotiating the swamp: The opportunity and challenge of re-
flexivity in research practice. Qualitative Research, 2(2), 209-230.
Flowerdew, J. and Peacock, M. (eds). (2001). Research Perspectives on En-
glish for Academic Purposes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Foster, G. (2012). The impact of international students on measured learning
and standards in Australian higher education, Economics of Education Review.
Fox, J. (2001). It’s all about meaning: L2 test validation in and through the
landscape of an evolving construct (Unpublished PhD thesis), McGill University.
Montreal, Quebec, Canada.
Fox, J. (2005). Rethinking second language admission requirements: Problems
with language-residency criteria and the need for language assessment and support.
Language Assessment Quarterly, 2, 85-115.
Gamache, P. (2002). University students as creators of personal knowledge: an
alternative epistemological view, Teaching in Higher Education, 7(3), 277-293.
Gilabert, R. (2005). Evaluating the use of multiple sources and methods in
needs analysis: A case study of journalists in the Autonomous Community of Cat-
alonia (Spain). In Long, M. H. (ed.) Second Language Needs Analysis. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Gillet, A. and Wray, L. (eds.) (2006). Assessing the Effectiveness of EAP
Programmes. London: BALEAP.
Gillet, A. and Wray, L. (2006). EAP and Success. In Gillet, A. and Wray, L.
(eds.) Assessing the Effectiveness of EAP Programmes. London: BALEAP.
Glaser, B. G. (1978). Theoretical sensitivity. Mill Valley, CA: The Sociology
Press.
Goh, C. (1998). Emerging environments of English for Academic Purposes and
the Implications for Learning Materials, RELC Journal, 29(1), 20-33.
233
Guba, E. G. and Lincoln, Y. S. (1989). Fourth generation evaluation. New-
bury Park, Calif: Sage Publications.
Haggis, T., and Pouget, M. (2002). Trying to be motivated: perspectives on
learning from younger students accessing higher education, Teaching in Higher Ed-
ucation, 7(3), 323-336.
Harrington, M., and Roche, T. (2014). Identifying academically at-risk stu-
dents in an English-as-a-Lingua-Franca university setting. Journal of English for
Academic Purposes, 15, 37-47.
Harwood, N., and Petri, B. (2011). English for academic purposes. In J.
Simpson (Ed.), The Routledge Handbook of Applied Linguistics (p.243-258). Lon-
don: Routledge.
Hamp-Lyons, L. (2001). English for Academic Purposes, in Carter, R. and
Nunan, D. (eds), The Cambridge guide to teaching English to speakers of other lan-
guages. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hitchcock, R. (2007). ‘Evolving academic identities: expectation and under-
standings affecting transition from the home (Chinese) to a UK EAP setting’, EAP
in a Globalising World: an Academic Lingua Franca. BALEAP Conference 2007.
Holme, R., and Chalauisaeng, B. (2006). The learner as needs analyst: The
use of participatory appraisal in the EAP reading classroom. English for Specific
Purposes 25(4), 403-419.
Huang, L-S. (2010). Seeing eye to eye? The academic writing needs of graduate
and undergraduate students from students’ and instructors’ perspectives. Language
Teaching Research 14(4), 517-539.
Hutchinson, T., and Waters, A. (1987). English for specific purposes: A
learning-centred approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hyland, K. (2006). English for Academic Purposes: an advanced resource book.
Abingdon, UK: Routledge.
Hyland, K., and Hamp-Lyons, L. (2002). EAP: issues and directions, Journal
of English for Academic Purposes, 1, 1-12.
Hyland, K. (2007). Different strokes for different folks: Disciplinary variation
234
in academic writing. In K. Flottem (ed.), Language and discipline perspectives on
academic discourse (p.89-108). Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Press.
Hyland, K., and Tse, P. (2007). Is there an ‘academic vocabulary’? TESOL
Quarterly, 41(2), 235-54.
Hyland, K. (Ed.), and Shaw, P. (Ed.). (2016). The Routledge Handbook of
English for Academic Purposes. London: Routledge.
Jamieson, J., Jones, S., Kirsch, I., Mosenthal, P., and Taylor, C. (2000).
TOEFL 2000 framework: a working paper. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Ser-
vice.
Johns, A. M. (1997). Text, Role, and Context: Developing Academic Literacies.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Johnson, R. B., and Onwuegbuzie, A. (2004). Mixed methods research: A
research paradigm whose time has come. Educational Researcher, 33(7), 14-26.
Jordan, R. (1997). English for academic purposes. Cambridge: CUP.
Jordan, R. (2002). The growth of EAP in Britain, Journal of English for Aca-
demic Purposes, 1, 69-78.
Jones, A. (2009). Redisciplining generic attributes: The disciplinary context in
focus. Studies in Higher Education 34(1), 85-100.
Knight, J. (2004). Internationalization remodeled: Definition, approaches, and
rationales. Journal of studies in international education, 8(1), 5-31.
Krause, K. L. D. (2014). Challenging perspectives on learning and teaching in
the disciplines: the academic voice. Studies in Higher Education, 39(1), 2-19.
Lave, J., and Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral par-
ticipation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Lambert, C. (2010). A task-based needs analysis: Putting principles into prac-
tice. Language Teaching Research 14(1), 99-112.
Lea, M.R., and Street, B.V. (2006). The “academic literacies” model: Theory
and applications. Theory into Practice, 45(4), 368-377.
235
Lobo, A., and Gurney, L. (2014). What did they expect? Exploring a link
between students’ expectations, attendance and attrition on English language en-
hancement courses, Journal of Further and Higher Education, 38(5), 730-754.
Lockwood, J. (2013). The Diagnostic English Language Tracking Assessment
(DELTA) writing project: a case for post-entry assessment policies and practices in
Hong Kong universities. Papers in Language Testing and Assessment, 2(1), 30-49.
Long, M. H. (2005). Methodological issues in learner needs analysis. In M. H.
Long (Ed.) Second language needs analysis (p. 19-76). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Lynch, B. (1996). Language Program Evaluation. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.
Martala, M. (2006). ‘Tracking Pre-Sessional students’ writing abilities at the
University of Hertfordshire’, in Gillet, A. and Wray, L. (eds.) Assessing the Effec-
tiveness of EAP Programmes. London: BALEAP.
Mazdayasna, G., and Tahririan, M. H. (2008). Developing a profile of ESP
needs of Iranian students: The case of students of nursing and midwifery. Journal
of English for Academic Purposes 7(4), 277-289.
McDowell, C., and Merrylees, B. (1998). Survey of receiving institutions’
use and attitude to IELTS. In S. Wood (Ed.), EA Journal, Occasional Paper (p.
116-139). Sydney, Australia: ELICOS Association Ltd.
McKee, S. (2012). Managing Transitions into UK Higher Education: experiences
of international students from a pre-sessional English course. Investigations in uni-
versity teaching and learning, 8, 30-38.
Mertens, D. M. (2005). Research and evaluation in education and psychology:
Integrating diversity with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods. Thousand
Oaks, Calif: Sage Publications.
Molle, D., and Prior, P. (2008). Multimodal genre systems in EAP writing
pedagogy: Reflecting on a needs analysis. TESOL Quarterly 42(4), 541-566.
Munby, J. (1978). Communicative Syllabus Design. Cambridge:Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.
236
Murray, N. (2010). Considerations in the post-enrolment assessment of English
language proficiency: Reflections from the Australian context. Language Assess-
ment Quarterly, 7(4), 343-358.
Murray, N. (2011). Widening participation and English language proficiency: a
convergence with implications for assessment practices in higher education. Studies
in Higher Education, 38(2), 299-311.
Murray, N. (2014). Reflections on the implementation of post-enrolment English
language assessment. Language Assessment Quarterly, 11(3), 325-337.
Murray, N. (2016). An academic literacies argument for decentralizing EAP pro-
vision. ELT Journal, 70(4), 435-443.
Murray, N. (2017). Standards of English in Higher Education. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.
Myers, G. (1989). The pragmatics of politeness in scientific articles. Applied
Linguistics, 10, 1-35.
Olsen, L. A., and Huckin T. N. (1990). Point-driven understanding in engi-
neering lecture comprehension. English for Specific Purposes, 9, 33-47.
O¨nder O¨zdemir, N. (2014). Diagnosing the EAP needs of Turkish medical stu-
dents: A longitudinal critical needs analysis. Ibrica, 28, 35-58.
Onwuegbuzie, A. J., and Teddlie C. (2003). A Framework for Analyzing Data
in Mixed Methods Research. In Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social and Behav-
ioral Research. A. Tashakkori and C. Teddlie, eds. (p. 351-383). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.
Owen, J. (2006). Program evaluation: Forms and approaches. Allen and Unwin:
Sydney.
Paczuska, A. (2002). The applications process: developing an admissions curricu-
lum, in A. Hayton & A. Pascuska (Eds.) Access, participation and higher education
London, Kogan Page.
Pennycook, A. (1997). Vulgar pragmatism, critical pragmatism, and EAP, En-
glish for Specific Purposes, 16(4) 253-69.
237
Pilcher, N. (2006). Mainland Chinese postgraduate students during their Masters
dissertations: Some reflections and thoughts on the effectiveness of EAP from the
student’s perspective. In Gillet, A. and Wray, L. (eds.) Assessing the Effectiveness
of EAP Programmes. London: BALEAP.
Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education. (2007). Subject bench-
mark statements: Languages and related studies. Retrieved March 2015 from
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/academic
infrastructure/benchmark/statements/languages07.asp#p9
Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA), (2009). Thematic
enquiries into concerns about academic quality and standards in higher education in
England. Gloucester: Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education. Retrieved
March 2015 from www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/.../Documents/FinalReport
April09.pdf
Raimes, A. (1991). Instructional balance: from theories to practices in the teach-
ing of writing. In J. Alatis (ed.). Georgetown University roundtable on language and
linguistics. Washington DC: Georgetown University Press.
Ransom, L. (2009). Implementing the post-entry English language assessment
policy at the University of Melbourne: Rationale, processes and outcomes. Journal
of Academic Language & Learning, 3(2), 13-25.
Read, J. (2008). Identifying academic language needs through diagnostic assess-
ment. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 7(3), 180-190.
Ridley, D. (2006). Tracking a cohort of Pre-Sessional students at Sheffield Hal-
lam University, in Gillet, A. and Wray, L. (eds.) Assessing the Effectiveness of EAP
Programmes. London: BALEAP.
Ridley, D. (2012). A survey of summer EAP pre-sessional provision [PowerPoint
slides]. Retrieved June 2015 from https://www.llas.ac.uk/sites/default/files/
nodes/6247/diana_ridley_presentation.ppt
Robinson, P. C. (1991). ESP today: A practitioner’s guide. New York: Prentice
Hall.
Russell, D., Lea, M., Parker, J., Street, B., and Donahue T. (2009).
Exploring notions of genre in ‘academic literacies’ and ‘writing in the disciplines’:
238
Approaches across countries and contexts. In Genre in a changing world, (ed.) C.
Bazerman, C. Bonini, and D. Figueiredo, (p. 395-423). Fort Collins, CO: The WAC
Clearinghouse.
Schmitt, D., and Hamp-Lyons, L. (2015). The need for teacher knowledge in
assessment. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 18, 3-8.
Sloan, D. and Porter, E. (2010). Changing international student and business
staff perceptions of insessional EAP: using the CEM model, Journal of English for
Academic Purposes, 9, 198-210.
Starfield, S. (2001). I’ll go with the group: Rethinking ‘discourse community’ in
EAP. In J. Flowerdew & M. Peacock (Eds.), Research perspectives on English for
academic purposes (p. 132-147). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Storch, N. and Tapper, J. (2009). The impact of an EAP course on postgrad-
uate writing, Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 8, 207-223.
Taillefer, G. F. (2007). The professional language needs of economics graduates:
Assessment and perspectives in the French context. English for Specific Purposes
26(2), 135-155.
Tarey, R. (1988). Approaches to foreign language syllabus design. ERIC Clear-
inghouse on Languages and Linguistics Washington DC.
Tashakkori, A., and Teddlie, C. (2003). Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social
& Behavioral Research. Thousand Oaks: Sage.
Thomas, D.R. (2003). A general inductive approach for qualitative data anal-
ysis. Retrieved May 2015 from http://www.frankumstein.com/PDF/Psychology/
Inductive\%20Content\%20Analysis.pdf
Thomas, L. (2002). Student retention in higher education: the role of institu-
tional habitus. Journal of Education Policy, 17(4), 423-442.
Vita, G.D., and Case, P. (2003). Rethinking the internationalization agenda in
UK higher education. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 27(4), 383-398.
Watson Todd, R. (2003). EAP or TEAP? Journal of English for Academic Pur-
poses, 2, 147-156.
239
Wingate, U. (2007). A framework for transition: supporting ‘learning to learn’
in higher education. Higher Education Quarterly, 61(3), 391-405.
Wingate, U., and Tribble, C. (2012). The best of both worlds? Towards
an English for Academic Purposes/Academic Literacies writing pedagogy, Studies,
Higher Education, 37(4), 481-495.
240
